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ABSTRACT
“ALL THAT WEIGHT IS GONNA CRUSH YOUR CHEST”: EXAMINING
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MENTORING, ACADEMIC
SUCCESS, AND SELF-EFFICACY IN LATINO MALE
COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENTS
Sadya Khan, EdD
Department of Counseling, Adult and Higher Education
Northern Illinois University, 2016
Joseph E. Flynn, Director
The purpose of this study was to explore the relationship between mentoring,
academic success, and self-efficacy for Latino male students at a community college.
Additionally, the study explored the significance of mentor matching with respect to
race/ethnicity upon academic success and self-efficacy. The study used a quantitative
approach to assess the predictive power of mentoring on the academic success of Latino
male students, defined by GPA, as well as academic self-efficacy beliefs. The sample
consisted of 123 Latino male students from a community college in Illinois. The College
Student Mentoring Scale (CSMS) and the SELF-A scales were adapted into a survey
instrument to assess mentoring supports and self-efficacy beliefs. The study
supplemented the quantitative data with qualitative data collected via interviews with 7
students.
Findings indicated that formal mentoring positively predicted GPA, while overall
mentoring was positively predictive of academic self-efficacy; the significance of these
models varied. Additionally, findings showed mentor/mentee matching with respect to
race/ethnicity to negatively predict GPA and academic self-efficacy. Student

perspectives further supported the notion of mentoring as being predictive of academic
success and self-efficacy and showed congruence to the quantitative data with respect to
importance students placed on various functions of mentoring. This study highlights the
importance of mentoring programs, necessitates the hiring of more diverse faculty and
staff, and proposes improvements in mentoring programs for Latino male students at
community colleges.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Background
No other type of higher education institution remains so responsive to its
constituent’s needs as the community college. The community college serves to meet a
variety of objectives including academic transfer, technical and vocational education,
continuing education, remedial education, and community service (Cohen & Brawer,
2008). Through its open access policy and affordable tuition, the community college is
committed to social justice by providing an opportunity to all backgrounds and types of
students, and not just the elite. By virtue of their multiple missions and accessibility,
community colleges enroll millions of students every year. In fall 2014, there were 12.3
million undergraduates enrolled at community colleges in the United States; of these 12.3
million, 7.3 million were enrolled in credit courses (American Association of Community
Colleges, 2016). Community college enrollment represented nearly half of the total
enrollment in higher education in fall 2014 (American Association of Community
Colleges, 2016). Of the 7.3 million credit students enrolled at community colleges, 22%
were Hispanic (American Association of Community Colleges, 2016).
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In 2010, the Hispanic1 population in the United States consisted of 50.5 million
people and represented 16.3% of the American population (Passel, Cohn, & Lopez,
2011). Data released by the United States Census in early 2003 confirmed that Hispanics
had become the largest minority in the United States, edging out African-Americans for
the first time (Saenz & Ponjuan, 2011). The Hispanic population has increased by 45%
from 2000 to 2010 and over half of the population growth in the United States during this
time can be attributed to Hispanics alone (Pew Research Center, 2011).
The Hispanic population enrolled in education has also increased over time.
Between 2002 and 2012, Hispanic enrollment in K-12 education increased from 18% to
24% (National Center for Education Statistics, 2015). College enrollments show a similar
trend over the past decade. The Hispanic undergraduate population grew from 1.7
million in 2000, to more than doubling to 3.5 million in 2014 (United States Census
Bureau, 2014a). This trend is especially important for community colleges, as Latinos
are much more likely enroll in community colleges than their White counterparts (Pew
Research Center, 2005). However, while enrollments in higher education, and
specifically community colleges, have been increasing for Hispanic students, graduation
rates have not kept pace (Stepler & Brown, 2013).
The challenges to complete for students at community colleges are numerous,
including insufficient academic preparation, lack of cultural capital to navigate the
1

In this dissertation, the terms “Hispanic” and “Latino” will be used interchangeably, due
to fact that the institution in this study from which the sample was collected does not
make a distinction between the two terms on the student application. These terms are
discussed in greater detail in the Definitions of Terms section later in this chapter.
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college landscape, cultural and familial expectations, and inability to remain engaged on
the college campus due to financial and personal obligations (Conley, 2007; Jenkins &
Boswell, 2002; Tinto, 1993). For Latino students who are first-generation in the United
States or immigrants, language may be an additional challenge to overcome (Nora &
Crisp, 2009). To address some of these challenges and help students be more
academically successful, community colleges have instituted a variety of strategies,
including summer bridge programs, early alert systems, and mentoring opportunities.
Mentoring in higher education is often implemented to offer extra support and
guidance to “at-risk,” underrepresented, or minority students (Haring, 1999). Both formal
mentoring programs and informal mentoring opportunities at community colleges aim to
increase the number of students successfully earning college credentials. Mentoring can
take a variety of forms and can be defined in several ways. In fact, a challenge outlined
by researchers is that there is no consistent and universally accepted definition of
mentoring and its functions (Crisp & Cruz, 2009; Jacobi, 1991). In Jacobi’s (1991) work,
she synthesizes the mentoring literature to offer three major functions of a mentoring
relationship: 1) Psychological and emotional support; 2) Assistance with Career and
Professional Development; and 3) Role Modeling. Nora and Crisp (2007) use these
functions and the larger mentoring literature as bases for creating their theoretical
framework for mentoring in higher education, measured through the College Student
Mentoring Scale (CSMS). The CSMS outlines four variables or roles to be measured in a
comprehensive mentoring relationship in college: 1) Psychological and Emotional
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Support; 2) Degree and Career Support; 3) Academic Subject Knowledge Support; and 4)
Existence of a Role Model. This scale offers a way to provide a theoretical framework to
measure the often-elusive concept of mentoring.
Numerous studies have explored the impact of mentoring on college students.
Current mentoring literature focuses on the positive impact of mentoring on student
outcomes, especially emphasizing the importance of mentoring for underrepresented
student groups (Jacobi, 1991). Research shows mentoring to have a positive impact on
several student success outcomes, including academic achievement, persistence, and
personal development (Astin, 1993; Bordes & Arredondo, 2005; Campbell & Campbell,
1997; Crisp, 2010; DuBois & Silverthorn, 2005; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). In terms
of informal mentoring, studies have found a positive correlation between students’
informal contacts with faculty members outside the classroom and academic performance
and career goals (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). Additionally, studies have shown a
positive correlation between the amount of time students spend in these relationships
outside of the classroom and their success. Formal mentoring has also been linked to
positive outcomes, including higher GPAs, higher retention rates, and a greater likelihood
of pursuing graduate study for mentored students compared to un-mentored students
(Campbell & Campbell, 2007; Thile & Matt, 1995).
Studies also show a positive correlation between mentoring relationships and
students’ self-efficacy (DeFreitas & Bravo, 2012; Santos & Reigados, 2002). Selfefficacy is defined as one’s perceived belief in the ability to complete tasks necessary to
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achieve their goals (Bandura, 1997). The notion of self-efficacy stems from Albert
Bandura’s work on social cognitive theory, in which he explores how people’s decisions
and behavior are influenced by the environment and their interactions with those around
them (Bandura, 1997). People are more likely to engage in tasks in which they feel
confident and reject those in which they do not feel confident (Vuong, Brown-Welty, &
Tracz, 2010). Pajares (2002) states that one’s self-efficacy determines, “how much effort
people will expend on an activity, how long they will persevere when confronting
obstacles, and how resilient they will be in the face of adverse situations” (para. 22).
Individuals form their self-efficacy beliefs from four major factors: prior mastery
experiences, vicarious experiences of watching others perform tasks, social persuasions,
and physiological states (Bandura, 1986). In particular, mentoring and role models
provide a way of developing one’s self-efficacy through vicarious experiences and social
persuasions (Bandura, 1997). While there are numerous studies that explore the
relationship between mentoring and self-efficacy, there are relatively few studies that
look at the impact of mentoring on academic self-efficacy (Flood, 2012). Academic selfefficacy is defined as the amount of confidence a student has in his ability to successfully
perform academic tasks at a particular level (Schunk, 1991).
The majority of studies that have been conducted to analyze the impact of
mentoring on college students have been carried out at four-year institutions and with
graduate students (Crisp & Cruz, 2009). There has been an increase in studies that have
looked at various minority, low-income and first-generation students, but these have been
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largely at four-year institutions (Crisp and Cruz). Given that many at-risk, firstgeneration, and minority students attend community colleges with a unique set of
circumstances, it is important to conduct studies to examine the impacts of mentoring
programs on these students. Studying the impact of mentoring on various academic
outcomes for community college students, specifically Hispanic students, has been
largely unexplored.
Statement of the Problem
While the general Hispanic population in the United States, as well as the
Hispanic enrollment in education has been increasing over the past ten years, the number
of Hispanic students completing their intended credentials is still low. Hispanic adults
have the lowest rates of high school degree attainment compared to all other racial/ethnic
groups (National Center for Education Statistics, 2010). The disparity in degree
attainment between Latinos and other racial/ethnic groups is clear. In 2013, 14% of
Latinos ages 25 and older had earned at least a bachelor’s degree. By contrast, 52% of
Asians, 33% of Whites and 20% of blacks had earned at least a bachelor’s degree (Stepler
& Brown, 2013).
Twenty years ago, there was minimal difference between Latinos and Latinas in
their degree completion rates, but the gap has widened over time (Saenz & Ponjuan,
2011). When looking at Hispanics 25 and older, 13% of Latinos have a Bachelor’s
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degree or higher, versus 16% of Latinas (United States Census Bureau, 2014b). In a
study conducted by Arbora and Nora (2007) who looked at factors that influence
Hispanic degree attainment from community colleges, they found that Latinas were 33%
more likely than Latinos obtain a college degree. These data show that Latino males are
being consistently out-performed and out-represented by Latinas and other groups with
respect to higher education enrollment and success. As Saenz and Ponjuan (2011) state,
“Left unnoticed or unheeded, the growing gender gap in educational attainment for
Latinos is a direct threat to our future social and economic stability” (p. 3).
A significant predictor of retention and completion in college students is college
GPA, especially first-year GPA (Allen, 1999). For both minority and non-minority
students, studies show their first-year GPA has the greatest direct influence on whether
they were retained (Reason, 2003). While the ultimate goal for many students is earning
a credential, this is only possible when a student is retained at the institution. Because of
the large disparity in numbers between those Hispanic male students who enroll and
those who subsequently succeed, one can deduce that there are multiple factors related to
their collegiate and life experiences that affect their attrition (Fry, 2002). Some of these
factors include lack of academic preparation, environmental and cultural factors, and
educational aspirations. For first-generation students, lack of cultural capital and
unfamiliarity with navigating the college landscape are challenges that can lead to
attrition. For immigrant students, language can also be a barrier. Research shows that at
predominantly White campuses, Latino students also deal with issues such as isolation
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and confusion regarding their role in the academic setting, which cause them to leave
college (Fiske, 1988).
Studies show both formal and informal mentoring opportunities to have positive
effects on Hispanic student outcomes (Cejda & Rhodes, 2004; Santos & Reigadas, 2004).
Additionally, research by V. Torres and Hernandez (2009), who looked at the impact of
an advisor/mentor on the retention of Latino students, highlighted that Latinos who
identified as having an advisor/mentor had higher levels of commitment and academic
integration. Santos and Reigadas (2002) found an increase in self-efficacy and goal
commitment for Latino students who were mentored, compared to those who were not
mentored. What is yet to be determined conclusively is the effect of ethnic homogeneity
in mentor/mentee matching on Hispanic students’ persistence and other academic
outcomes. While some studies have shown ethnic homogeneity to have minimal to no
influence on various outcomes such as retention, GPA, and positive perceptions of their
university environment, (Bordes & Arredondo, 2005; Campbell & Campbell, 1997),
other research has shown ethnic homogeneity in mentors to have a positive correlation
with Hispanic students’ adjustment to college, self-efficacy, and subsequent academic
performance (Campbell & Campbell, 2007; Pope, 2002; Santos & Reigadas, 2002).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to study the relationship between mentoring and
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Latino males’ academic success and academic self-efficacy. Latino males appear to be
disappearing from the college completion pipeline, due to a variety of factors including
socioeconomic issues, access to quality education, and familial commitments (Nora &
Crisp, 2009; Saenz & Ponjuan, 2009). Mentoring has been cited (Bordes & Arredondo,
2005; Laden, 2000; Santos & Reigadas, 2002) as one way to assist Hispanic males in
reaching their goals. Investigating mentoring at the community college, specifically, is
essential to understanding educational opportunities for Latino males due to the high
proportion of Latinos enrolling in community colleges (American Association for
Community Colleges, 2016).
This study aims to take a closer look at mentoring relationships of Latino male
students at a community college and whether the presence of these relationships predicts
GPA and academic self-efficacy of these students. As aforementioned, GPA has a direct
influence on students’ retention and subsequent completion. Therefore, examining the
relationship between mentoring and GPA provides an indication of students’ likelihood
of earning a credential. Furthermore, the study wishes to examine whether racial/ethnic
homogeneity between mentor and mentee is related to the academic success and selfefficacy of students. Understanding whether there is a relationship between mentoring
and academic success and self-efficacy can assist in the creation of support services that
can best help Latino male students be successful in completing their intended academic
goals.
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Research Questions
1.

What is the relationship between mentoring and the academic success of Latino male
students at a community college?

2.

What is the relationship between mentoring and the academic self-efficacy of Latino
male students at a community college?

3.

What is the relationship between the ethnicity of a mentor and the academic success
of Latino male students at a community college?

4.

What is the relationship between the ethnicity of a mentor and the academic selfefficacy of Latino male students at a community college?
Significance of the Study
As the statistics highlight, the graduation rates for Hispanic students have not kept
pace with their rates of college enrollment. While the Hispanic undergraduate population
more than doubled from 2000 to 2014, only 13% of Latinos 25 and older have a
Bachelor’s degree or higher (United States Census Bureau, 2014a). Hispanic males,
especially, lag behind other racial/ethnic groups as well as behind Hispanic females in
credential completion (Stepler & Brown, 2013; United States Census Bureau, 2014b).
While Latinos are the fastest growing minority group in the United States, they are also
the least educated.	
  	
  
There is numerous evidence that outlines the various benefits of a college
credential. Consistent evidence shows that the level of credential is positively correlated
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with workforce participation and negatively correlated with unemployment rates
(Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). In other words, increasing levels of credential means a
greater likelihood of being employed. Not only does education correlate with having a
job, but data show that graduates with increasing levels of education earn more over a
lifetime than those without a credential (National Center for Education Statistics, 2012).
In 2011, young adults with a bachelor’s degree earned twice as much as those with only a
high school degree or equivalent (National Center for Education Statistics). In addition
to monetary value, there are many other public benefits of a college degree. Research
shows greater benefits to the public with a more educated workforce, including a greater
likelihood of voting, better health, and more intellectual curiosity (Powers, 2007). In
light of the evidence, it is imperative that the Hispanic population is a significant part of
the robust educational and economic landscape in the United States.
Studies show that there are a number of challenges and barriers to the academic
success of Hispanic males, such as first-generation status, financial circumstances, and
the role of machismo (Saenz & Bukoski, 2014; Saenz & Ponjuan, 2011). Mentoring has
been shown in a variety of studies to have a positive impact on the academic success of
students and particularly Latino students (Cejda & Rhodes, 2004; Santos & Reigadas,
2004; V. Torres & Hernandez, 2009). However, there is a lack of research that pertains
to mentoring and Latino males at a community college. Given the low number of Latino
males who are graduating, it is important to understand and implement strategies that
could help these students be more successful.
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Additionally, it is also important to examine the relationship between ethnic
homogeneity between mentor and mentee and Hispanic students’ academic success and
persistence. While some studies show ethnic homogeneity to have minimal to no
influence on academic outcomes (Bordes & Arredondo, 2005; Campbell & Campbell,
1997) other studies show that ethnic homogeneity in mentors for Hispanic students have
a positive effect on students’ adjustment to college and academic performance (Campbell
& Campbell, 2007; Santos & Reigadas, 2004). It is important to understand barriers
specific to the racial/ethnic background of Latino students and whether the presence of a
mentor who is of the same racial/ethnic background has a marked difference on students’
subsequent success.	
  
This research will inform extant literature regarding the relationship of mentoring
and Latino males’ academic success and academic self-efficacy. Exploring the influence
of mentoring on Latino student success and specifically examining the influence of ethnic
homogeneity in the mentor/mentee relationship on student success will be addressed in
this research. Furthermore, examining the academic success of Hispanic males at a
predominantly White community college will add to the literature and inform faculty and
staff how to better serve this population. This issue is important to study, as research
shows that mentors, specifically faculty members, have a significant, positive effect on
student engagement and success. Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) state:
It is clear that many of the most important effects of college occur through
students’ interpersonal experiences with faculty members and other students. It is
equally clear that the academic, social, and psychological worlds inhabited by
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most nonwhite students on predominantly white campuses are substantially
different in almost every respect from those of their white peers (p. 644).
Definitions of Terms
Academic Self-Efficacy – the amount of confidence a student has in his ability to
successfully perform academic tasks at a particular level (Schunk, 1991).
Academic Success – for the purposes of this study, academic success is referring to endof-term college Grade Point Average (GPA)
Critical Race Theory – Critical Race Theory (CRT) developed from the legal theory
known as Critical Legal Theory. CRT is a framework to help examine and understand
the intersection of race and power (Delgado & Stefancic, 2012)
Formal Mentoring – mentoring through structured and assigned relationships, typically
through the administration of the organization (Campbell & Campbell, 1997)
Hispanic – individuals who trace their origins to Spanish-speaking countries; the U.S.
Census Bureau use both terms interchangeably (Lopez, Taylor, Funk, & GonzalezBarrera, 2013) without much consideration of the social, historical, or political
implications of the terms. While the term “Hispanic” was first used by the U.S.
government in 1970 to count immigrants from Mexico, Cuba, and South America, the
term “Latino” was introduced in the 2000 Census as a more inclusive way to count mixed
races in Central and South America (C.Y. Rodriguez, 2014). Studies conducted about
preference for using the term Hispanic versus Latino have been mixed, depending on
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factors such as geography and generation (C.Y. Rodriguez, 2014). The institution in this
study asks students on their application for admission to identify their race/ethnicity as
Hispanic/Latino. Since the researcher gathered the initial student sample based on
admissions data, students were not disaggregated at this level. Therefore, Hispanic and
Latino are used interchangeably in this study to describe the students in the sample.
Informal Mentoring – mentoring through unstructured relationships that develop
naturally between mentor and mentee (Campbell & Campbell, 1997)
Latina/Latino – Americans who trace their origin or descent from Mexico, Puerto Rico,
Cuba, Central and South America. (Passel & Taylor, 2009). Latina and Latino are used
interchangeably with Hispanic in this study.
Mentee – less experienced individual in the relationship (Campbell & Campbell, 1997)
Mentor – more experienced individual in the relationship (Campbell & Campbell, 1997)
Self-Efficacy – people’s beliefs in their ability to produce given attainments (Bandura,
1997)
Conclusion
This chapter provided background, the overview of the problem, and the purpose
of the study. Chapter 2 will discuss the literature related to the topics in the study,
including mentoring, Latino success at community colleges, and self-efficacy. Chapter 2
will also introduce the conceptual frameworks that guide this study. Chapter 3 reviews
the methodology implemented in the study. Chapter 4 presents the results for the study
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organized by the four research questions that guided the study. Chapter 5 synthesizes the
quantitative and qualitative results with the extant literature. Chapter 6 concludes with a
discussion, implications for practice, and suggestions for future research.

CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
This literature review is organized into four major sections. The first section
provides an introduction to community colleges, defines academic success at the
community college, as well as the barriers to success at community colleges. The second
section examines Latino students in higher education and specifically community
colleges. Inherent within this discussion will be a focus on the influence of Latino
culture on Latinos and the impact of this as it relates to Latinos’ academic success and
self-efficacy. In the third section, mentoring is defined and positioned in the literature as
a way of positively influencing student success, specifically with respect to the Latino
population. In the last section, the conceptual and theoretical frameworks that guide this
study are introduced.
The Community College Challenge
In July 2009, President Barack Obama stood on the steps of Macomb Community
College in Michigan and issued a challenge to the nation. To meet the changing global
landscape, he asked every American to commit to at least one year of higher education so
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that by 2020, America will have the highest proportion of college graduates in the world
(The White House, Office of the Press Secretary, 2009). He announced the American
Graduation Initiative, his ten-year proposal to provide increased support and funding for
community colleges to boost their enrollment and completion numbers to an additional 5
million community college graduates by 2020. President Obama recognized that
community colleges are a critical part of the American educational landscape, as they
serve as the pipeline for better economic and social opportunities for many people.
The National Center for Education Statistics (2008) reported that in 2006-07,
there were 6.2 million students enrolled at community colleges, or 35% of all postsecondary students enrolled that year. In fall 2011, this number had grown so that
community college enrollments represented 42% of the total enrollment in higher
education (National Center for Education Statistics, 2013). By fall 2013, community
college enrollments represented nearly half, or 45%, of the total enrollment in higher
education (American Association of Community Colleges, 2014). This 45% represented
approximately 7.4 million undergraduates enrolled at community colleges (American
Association of Community Colleges, 2014). Out of these students, a little over 60% (4.5
million) were enrolled as part-time students, while less than 40% were enrolled as fulltime students. Additionally, 44% of community college students were from low-income
families, compared to 15% of high-income families that attended community colleges
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(Community College Research Center, 2016). In 2012, 56% of all Latinos enrolled in
higher education were enrolled at a community college, compared to 44% of Asians, 48%
of Black students, and 45% of all students (American Association of Community
Colleges, 2014).
The high proportion of community college enrollments may be attributed to their
multiple missions and diverse curricular functions. As a Texas college touted in its
slogan, “We will teach anyone, anywhere, anything at any time whenever there are
enough people interested in the program to justify its offering” (Cohen & Brawer, 2008,
p. 24). The community college serves to meet a variety of objectives including academic
transfer, technical and vocational education, continuing education, remedial education,
and community service (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). Their offerings also run the gamut of
market segments, from dual credit opportunities for high school students, to continuing
education and job skills for adult learners. Community colleges also partner with local
industries to provide internship and apprenticeship opportunities for students, creating a
seamless integration from college to the workplace.
Not only do community colleges offer a wide variety of curricular functions, but
they also offer students a wide range of flexibility. Community colleges allow students
to stay in their communities while attending college, as many students are enrolled parttime and have other familial and work obligations (American Association of Community
Colleges, 2014). They also offer myriad methods of course offerings, including online,
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hybrid, weekend, and evening courses. Some community colleges offer entire degrees
online (American Association of Community Colleges, 2014).
Another attraction of community colleges is their relatively affordable price tag.
On average, community colleges tuition and fees are less than half of what is charged at a
public four-year institution, and less than one tenth of what it would cost at a private
four-year institution (National Center for Education Statistics, 2008). The American
Association of Community Colleges (2016) cited the average cost of tuition fees as
$3430 annually at community colleges, compared to $9410 at a public, four-year
university in 2015-2016. According to the National Postsecondary Student Aid Study
(NPSAS) in 2011-12, 38% of community college students do not have to pay anything
for college or receive money back for attending (Radwin, Wine, Siegel, & Bryan, 2013).
Community colleges also provide a wide range of financial aid options to their students,
including Pell grants, federal work study, and federal supplemental educational
opportunity grants (American Association of Community Colleges, 2014). Community
colleges, by virtue of being open-door, also invite students of a wide range of ability
through their doors. Classifying students by standardized test scores, for example, show
an increase in lower academically skilled students at community colleges, compared to
those at other higher education institutions (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). Its open access
policy and affordable tuition is committed to social justice by providing an opportunity to
all backgrounds and types of students, and not just the elite.
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While the aforementioned benefits of a community college are reflected in its
increasing enrollments in the past decade, enrollment is only half the story. Student
retention and completion remains a challenge. Studies by the Community College
Research Center (CCRC) at Virginia and Washington community colleges show that over
a quarter of students enrolled in the fall do not enroll in the subsequent spring (Xu &
Jaggars, 2011). The fall-to-fall retention rate of all students in 2013 was 59%, while the
retention rate fell to 39% for first-time, part-time students (Education Advisory Board,
2015). Overall, 38% of students that started at a community college in 2009 completed a
credential six years later (Shapiro et al., 2015). This is compared to 61% of students that
started at a four-year institution in 2009 who completed a credential six years later
(Shapiro et al., 2015). When we look at the number of part-time completers and adult
completers, the rate is lower.
There are a few challenges to timely and successful completion for community
college students. Although community college is the affordable option for many, those
attending community colleges may still have challenges paying this tuition (Cohen &
Brawer, 2008). In 2011-2012, 72% of community college students applied for student
financial aid (American Association of Community Colleges, 2014). Findings of a
survey conducted among first-time college students in 2003-2004 found that of those
students whose family incomes were $32,000 or less, 57% started at a community
college, rather than a four-year (Berkner & Choy, 2008).
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Sufficient preparation for college, both academic and non-academic, is a major
challenge for many students enrolled at a community college. More than half of students
attending a community college require some sort of developmental coursework (Attewell,
Lavin, Domina, and Levey, 2006; Jenkins & Boswell, 2002). These high rates of
remediation are problematic, as they lead to increased time to degree completion, as well
as additional costs for courses that are often not credit-bearing (Khan, Castro, Bragg,
Barrientos, & Baber, 2009). Aside from lacking academic preparation, students enrolled
at community colleges also lack the cultural capital to be successful in a college
environment. Some of these skills include time management, awareness of financial aid
policies, and study skills (Conley, 2007). Since over a third of community college
students are first-generation college students (American Association of Community
Colleges, 2014), they may lack the resources to learn about how to successfully navigate
the college environment.
Finally, student engagement can also be a challenge at a community college.
Tinto (1993) emphasizes a student’s integration into his/her college campus as a key
factor towards retention and completion efforts. In 2011-2012, 22% of full-time students
at community colleges were employed full-time, while 40% were employed part-time
(American Association of Community Colleges, 2014). For part-time students, 41%
were employed full-time and 32% were working part-time (American Association of
Community Colleges, 2014). Some community college students also face other
obligations such as being family caregivers and single parents. Community college
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students are also more likely to interrupt their enrollments (Bailey, Jaggars, & Jenkins,
2015). Since the majority of community college students are commuters and many of
them also work off-campus, staying engaged on campus can be challenging.
Aside from issues related to students’ readiness and circumstances, there are also
issues from the perspective of community colleges that serve as hindrances to student
completion. With the variety of objectives and missions the community college is trying
to serve, there is often an over-abundance of majors and options to choose from, making
a seamless pathway to a career difficult to discern. This “cafeteria-style” model only
hurts students in not providing a more strategic and guided pathway, causing students to
select courses at random without proper advising (Bailey, Jaggars, & Jenkins, 2015).
Community colleges also have to do seemingly more with less funds. As Cohen &
Brawer (2008) put it, “…students attending community colleges are given short shrift
because the institutions are funded at a lower per capita level than the universities” (p.
59). Community colleges are tasked to educate their students with a third of the
resources that public four-years receive (Selingo, 2013). The decline of state funding in
many states also make it challenging for these publicly funded institutions to maintain
courses, programs, and aid to fully serve its students. Finally, community colleges have
to compete for their students with for-profit institutions, online universities, and “Massive
Online Open Courses,” or MOOCs. In less than a year, one of the most popular MOOC
providers, Coursera, offered 215 courses, enrolling 2.5 million students (Selingo, 2013).
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There are numerous efforts being made to help community college students
succeed at reaching their academic goals, given these challenges and the students’ often
unique circumstances. On the academic side, many community colleges offer bridge or
acceleration programs to help developmental students reach college-level courses more
quickly (Khan et al., 2009). Another strategy to help reduce the confusion when
selecting programs is to institute block scheduling or meta-major pathways. Meta
majors have been introduced on campuses as a way to minimize a list of 200+ program
offerings that have been grouped into a shorter list of like choices (Education Advisory
Board, 2015).
On the student services side, community colleges have instituted financial aid
workshops to educate students on how to navigate the FAFSA and how to best manage
and balance their budgets. Seamless onboarding and advising services have also been
introduced to provide students with a more cohesive experience as soon as they set foot
on a college campus (Education Advisory Board, 2015). Mentoring is another approach
colleges have taken to help their students feel a sense of belonging and have better
guidance so that they can be retained and complete their academic goals. Whether it is
through faculty, counselors, or peers, mentoring has been shown to have positive results
on various student outcomes (Campbell & Campbell, 1997; Crisp, 2010). Mentoring has
also been shown to help a growing segment of the community college and higher
education landscape: Latino students.
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Latinos in Higher Education
In 2010, the Hispanic population in the United States consisted of 50.5 million
people and represented 16.3% of the American landscape (Pew Research Center, 2011).
Data released by the U.S. Census in early 2003 confirmed that Latina/os had become the
largest minority in the United States, edging out African-Americans for the first time
(Saenz & Ponjuan, 2011). The Hispanic population has increased by 45% from 2000 to
2010 and over half of the population growth in the United States during this time can be
attributed to Hispanics alone (Pew Research Center, 2011). Not only is the Hispanic
population projected to keep growing over the next twenty years, but close to one in three
children under the age of 24 will be Hispanic (Tienda, 2009). Additionally, research
shows that by 2020, a majority of the Hispanic population in the United States will be 2nd
and 3rd generation Hispanics (Pew Research Center, 2005). This highlights the fact that
the Hispanic population growth is not solely attributed to immigrants, but a growing
number of Latinos who are setting in the United States and raising second-generation and
third-generation Americans who will work and raise their families here.
Overall enrollment rates in higher education have increased from 40% of the
population being enrolled in higher education in 2006 to 43% in 2010 (National Center
for Education Statistics, 2010). Similarly, the Hispanic population enrolled in higher
education has also increased over time. The proportion of overall enrollment that is
Hispanic varies depending on the state. For example, over half of the student population
of states such as California were Hispanic in 2014-15 (California Department of
Education, 2015). The proportion of Hispanic students who attend community colleges
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compared to four-year institutions is quite high. In 2013, 57% of Hispanic students
attended community colleges, compared to 43% of Asian students, 52% of Black
students, and 45% of all undergraduate students (American Association of Community
Colleges, 2016). Latinos are much more likely to enroll at community colleges than their
White counterparts (Pew Research Center, 2005). Out of all minority groups, Hispanic
students are most likely to attend a community college, as opposed to a four-year
institution. This difference can be partly attributed to a lack of academic preparation, but
other factors are also involved, as those Hispanic and non-Hispanic students who have
similar levels of academic skill will still see the same enrollment patterns (Pew Research
Center, 2005). One reason for their likelihood to enroll at a community college may be
due to lower tuition rates at the community college (Pew Research Center, 2005).
Additionally, for those Hispanic students for whom English is their second language, the
community college offers English as a Second Language (ESL) and Intensive English
Language Program (IELP) opportunities.
However, while access and enrollment have increased for Hispanic students,
completion, or credential attainment, is a different story. Hispanic students lag behind
other groups when it comes to earning a college credential. In 2013, 14% of Latinos ages
25 and older had earned at least a bachelor’s degree. By contrast, 52% of Asians, 33% of
Whites and 20% of blacks had earned at least a bachelor’s degree (Stepler & Brown,
2013). When it comes to earning at least an Associate’s degree, the trend is similar. In
2012, 38% of Hispanics age 25 and older earned at least an Associate’s degree, compared
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to 71% of Asians, 63% of Whites, and 53% of Blacks (Stepler & Brown, 2013).
Furthermore, the disparity is more apparent when comparing U.S. born Hispanics to
foreign-born Hispanics. Only 11% of foreign-born Hispanics had obtained a bachelor’s
degree or higher in 2013, compared to 18% of U.S. born Hispanics (Stepler & Brown,
2013). In another study, among 12th-graders who had enrolled in postsecondary
education between 1992 and 2000, only 26% of Hispanics earned a Bachelor’s degree by
2000, compared to 51% of Asians, 50% of Whites, and 34% of Blacks (National Center
for Education Statistics, 2005).
Another trend to note is that Latinos are being consistently out-performed and
out-represented by Latinas in many arenas of higher education enrollment and success
(Saenz & Ponjuan, 2009, 2011; Yosso & Solórzano, 2006). When looking at Hispanics
25 and older, 13% of Latinos have a Bachelor’s degree or higher, versus 16% of Latinas
(United States Census Bureau, 2014a). The trend for all Hispanics with an Associate’s
degree or higher is similar: 18% versus 22% (United States Census Bureau, 2014a).
Twenty years ago, there was not any noticeable difference between Latinos and Latinas
in their degree completion rates, but the gap has widened over time (Saenz & Ponjuan,
2011). In a study conducted by Arbora and Nora (2007) looking at factors that influence
Hispanic degree attainment, they found that Latinas attending community college were
33% more likely than men to obtain a college degree. Some factors and barriers possibly
contributing to this discrepancy between Latinas and Latinos will be explored in a later
section.

27
Since there is such a large disparity between Hispanic students who enroll and
those who subsequently succeed, one can deduce that there are multiple factors related to
Latinos college-going experiences that influence their attrition (Fry, 2002). While there
are numerous studies (Adelman, 1999; Pascarella, 1980; Tinto, 1993) that examine
reasons and barriers for student retention and success, these next few sections will
explore some barriers specifically for the Hispanic student population. This literature
review will expound upon a few items that extant research has shown to be particularly
influential for Hispanic students’ retention and subsequent degree attainment in higher
education, including academic preparation and performance, familismo, machismo,
educational aspirations, and student engagement.
Academic Preparation and Performance
Studies have shown that multiple factors, both academic and non-academic, are
essential to the success of a college student (Adelman, 1999; Conley, 2007; Pascarella &
Terenzini, 1991; Venezia, Kirst, and Antonio, 2004). Based on his research and a review
of the literature, Conley (2007) defines college readiness consisting of four main facets:
key cognitive strategies, key content, academic behaviors, and contextual skills and
awareness. In order for a student to be truly college ready, he would possess qualities
that span across all four facets of this model. Arbona and Nora (2007) confirmed the
importance of high school academic performance on future credential completion for
Hispanic students. They found that for Hispanic students at community colleges, having
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had a rigorous curriculum in high school increased their probability of credential
completion by 59% (Arbona and Nora, 2007).
When compared to other racial/ethnic groups in the area of academic preparation
and achievement in high school, Hispanic students are consistently on the lower end. In
2011, an average of 12% of Hispanic students met the ACT “College-Ready”
benchmarks in all four subjects (English, math, reading, and science), compared to 32%
of White students and 41% of Asian students (National Center for Education Statistics,
2012). For example, in 2008-09, Hispanic students averaged a high school graduation
rate of 65%, compared to 82% of White students and 91% of Asians (National Center for
Education Statistics, 2012). Harrel and Forney (2003) also emphasize the need for
Hispanic students to enroll in more math and science courses at the secondary level to
improve their chances for college success. These data show the disconnect between
factors shown to be important for Hispanic degree completion and the reality of many
Hispanic students.
Familismo
In addition to academic factors, there are cultural and environmental factors that
affect Hispanic educational attainment. The idea of familismo is highly prevalent in
Latino culture and refers to the attachment to, and identification with, the immediate and
extended family (Saenz & Ponjuan, 2009). Familismo has a strong influence in Latino
culture to fulfill traditional gender roles; thus, Latino males are driven by a strong sense
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of responsibility and loyalty to financially support the family. Latino males are more
likely than join the workforce instead of attending college or to leave college before they
have completed (Saenz & Ponjuan, 2009). Latinos are also more likely than nonHispanic white students to work full-time while enrolled in college (Fry, 2002). The
concept of familismo often involves one sacrificing his or her own needs for the greater
good of the family (Saenz & Ponjuan, 2009). In addition to supporting their family,
working off campus, and financial assistance are all key factors in determining the
likelihood of whether Hispanic students will persist (Nora & Crisp, 2009). Nora and
Crisp (2009) found that Latino students who worked off-campus and who had a
responsibility to support their families were less likely to persist. Family responsibilities,
transportation issues, and off-campus employment also negatively impact a student’s
aspirations to succeed (Nora & Crisp, 2009). For students who are from immigrant
families, these cultural values are often more prevalent (Saenz & Ponjuan, 2009).
Socioeconomic status, first-generation status, and income earned by family, has
yielded mixed results from the research. There is a body of research which shows that
socioeconomic status, including first-generation students, does have a role in students
being less likely to complete a college credential than their counterparts whose parents
possess a college degree (DesJardins, Albrug, & McCall, 2002; National Center for
Education Statistics, 2005). But there are also studies that show that socioeconomic
status has a minimal impact on student retention (Cabrera & Nora, 1994; Nora, 1987) as
well as studies that show a more mixed impact (Perna, 2000). Longerbeam et al. (2004)
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also shows that financial circumstances, including whether or not they have to work to
send money home, plays a major role in Latino attrition rates.
In general, first-generation students may be at a disadvantage because they do not
always possess the cultural capital or knowledge to seek relevant college-related
information that could help them be successful in their studies, which could impact their
retention. Since Latino students are more likely to come from immigrant and low-income
families, they are less likely to have the cultural capital necessary to succeed in college
(Gándara, 1995) This research highlights the larger cultural and socio-economic context
behind Latino success in higher education.
Machismo
Another cultural factor contributing to Latino males’ potential for success in
college relates to the idea of machismo, or masculine pride. Machismo is a specific
masculine value that is encouraged in Latino culture for Latino males. Machismo, or
male pride, is inclusive of characteristics that define patriarchal masculinity, such as
assertiveness, power, control, and the desire for status (Saenz & Bukoski, 2014). Along
with familismo, machismo contributes the idea of Latino males’ patriarchal roles in their
family as “family oriented, strong, brave, hardworking, and family contributors” (Saenz
& Ponjuan, 2009, p. 63). When deconstructing the notions of masculinity present in the
idea of machismo, we find that it can have both positive and negative connotations. In a
negative way, machismo can be associated with hypermasculinity and too much pride.

31
Education may not be “macho” enough for Latino males to maintain status as a male in
his community. In many instances, this masculine pride may also lead to a hesitation in
seeking out answers to questions and resources that may assist Latinos in reaching their
goals (Saenz & Bukoski, 2014). Fear of failure and appearing as weak, lazy, or confused
also contribute to the idea of machismo and prevent Latino males from seeking help when
necessary. However, machismo may also refer to something more noble and honorable
(R. Rodriguez & Gonzales, 1997). Machismo can serve as a source of strength to boost
men to work harder for success (Saenz & Bukoski, 2014). While machismo may
contribute to Latinos’ responsibility and urgency to provide for the family and earn
money, it is potentially at the cost of limiting their education and various educational
pathways.
Inherent within this discussion of machismo are the various pathways that are
available to men of color who seek respectability and reputation. This respectability and
reputation can come from one of two paths: a dead-end, low-paying job or financial
“freedom” attained through illegal and criminal pathways (Saenz & Bukoski, 2014). In
2009, there were 2.1 million Latinos in the prison system, accounting for 20% of
correctional population (Saenz & Ponjuan, 2011). There are more Latino males in prison
than college dormitories, at a ratio of 2.7 to 1 (Saenz & Ponjuan, 2011). There is a third
option of education that can lead to a redefinition of machismo as well as social mobility,
but may be an invisible or abstract concept to many males of color (Saenz & Bukoski,
2014). As Nora and Crisp (2009) state, “Unless college graduation rates of Hispanic
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students show significant increases, the unemployment and poverty rates for this group
are sure to rise” (p. 240).

Educational Aspirations and Self-Perception
Two related areas that influence Hispanic student retention are educational
aspirations and self-perception/actualization. Research has shown that having concrete
academic goals, or educational aspirations, impacts Hispanic students’ decision to remain
enrolled in college (Nora & Crisp, 2009). A study by Arbona and Nora (2007) also
showed students’ educational expectations as being a significant predictor of Bachelor’s
degree attainment. Studies (Nora & Cabrera, 1996; Nora & Crisp, 2009) have shown that
a key predictor in Hispanic students’ retention is their academic performance and the
lasting impression that their performance leaves on their self-perception. Research by
Pajares & Johnson (1996) found that while actual self-efficacy in writing was lower for
Hispanic students compared to their peer groups, their self-concept was still positive.
Nora and Cabrera (1996) found that if Hispanic students felt that they made cognitive
gains, this had just as big an impact as their actual academic achievement in their
decision to remain enrolled. Thus, “a C average will weigh much more negatively on a
Hispanic student’s decision to return to college than it would for a nonminority student”
(Nora & Crisp, 2009, p. 333).
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Student Engagement
An idea that has been explored in higher education research extensively (Astin,
1993; Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley, Bridges, & Hayek, 2006; Tinto, 1993) is the impact of
student engagement on a student’s decision to persist. Tinto (1993) emphasizes social
integration as an essential feature in student retention. In his often-cited Model of
Student Departure, Tinto identifies three main sources of student departure: academic
difficulties, the failure of the student to resolve their educational goals, and the inability
of a student to become incorporated into the institution (Tinto, 1993). These three
sources of departure are reflected prominently in the lives of community college students,
based on their unique challenges. Additionally, Latino students may perceive particular
barriers at predominantly white campuses including alienation and confusion regarding
their roles (Fiske, 1988). These issues may lead to Latino students’ decision to drop out
of the university.
Interestingly, when comparing academic versus social integration, while both
types of integration are found to have a positive correlation to Latino students’ retention
and academic success, academic integration has been found to be much more predictive
than social integration. Social support and classroom engagement with faculty members
were found to be predictive of Latino student retention (Gloria, Castellanos, Lopez, &
Rosales, 2005; Hurtado & Carter, 1997). Hurtado and Carter (1997) found that positive
interaction between Hispanic students and faculty members was a major factor in
Hispanic student retention. Interpersonal relationships on the college campus play a
major role in facilitating student success. Additionally, if Hispanic students feel a greater
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sense of belonging due to a more ethnically diverse campus, they are more likely to be
enrolled (Nora & Crisp, 2009). Mentoring is one method of facilitating faculty/staff
student interaction, helping students feel a greater sense of belonging, and becoming
acclimated to college life.
Mentoring
Defining Mentoring
Mentoring has been defined in several ways in a variety of contexts and
perspectives. The term mentor stems from Greek mythology, as Odysseus relies on his
trusted friend and advisor, Mentor, to counsel him in his decisions and development
(Miller, 2002). Literature reviews of mentoring note that there is a lack of a clear
operational definition of mentoring; depending on the field and context, researchers will
define mentoring in slightly different ways (Crisp and Cruz, 2009; Jacobi, 1991). Thus,
someone who is examining mentoring from a business perspective may define it slightly
differently than someone who is approaching mentoring from a psychological
perspective. Additionally, Crisp and Cruz (2009) point out that in some cases, mentoring
is defined within the context of activities conducted by the mentor; in other cases,
mentoring is defined as a process.
The lack of a universal definition of mentoring can be problematic when trying to
associate characteristics and outcomes to a particular study involving mentoring.
Wrightsman (1981) sums up the issue by stating that researchers are lulled into a “false
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state of consensus,” as everyone assumes that everybody else knows what mentoring is
but since there is such a wide array of definitions, the results and conclusions can only be
applied to that particular study, thus causing the concept of mentoring to become
“devalued” (pp. 3-4). Blackwell (1989) presents one operational definition of mentoring
as “a process by which persons of superior rank, special achievements, and prestige
instruct, counsel, guide, and facilitate the intellectual and/or career development of
persons identified as protégés” (p. 9). The work of mentoring includes “modeling,
maintaining tradition, offering a map . . . and providing a mirror." (Luna & Cullen, 1995,
p. 17). Mentoring can work to enhance career development functions (e.g. sponsorship,
exposure, coaching) as well as psychosocial functions (e.g. role modeling, counseling,
friendship) (Kram, 1983).
Researchers examining mentoring in the business and education fields found that
mentees grouped mentoring functions they received into two broad categories: career/job
benefits via information-brokering and networking and psychosocial benefits, gained
from emotional support and friendship (Kram, 1985; Olian, Carroll, Giannantonia, &
Feren,1988; Schockett & Haring-Hidore, 1985). A third component, role modeling, was
not present in the same way in all of the analyses. Kram (1985) included role modeling
as a function of psychosocial support, while Olian et al. (1988) did not. Jacobi’s (1991)
review on mentoring finds the literature to identify 15 unique and diverse traits of
mentoring. She synthesizes these 15 traits into three major categories: 1) emotional and
psychological support; 2) direct assistance with career and professional development; and
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3) role modeling. Crisp and Cruz (2009) in a more recent literature review of mentoring
synthesize the literature to define three major characteristics of mentoring: 1) mentoring
focuses on the growth and accomplishment of an individual; 2) mentoring may include
multiple types of support, including career/professional development; 3) mentoring
relationships are personal and reciprocal. The three primary fields in which mentoring is
defined and explored in the larger body of research are business, psychology, and
education.
Mentoring in Business
Those defining mentoring from a business perspective will approach mentoring
primarily from a career development standpoint (Kram, 1985). From this perspective, a
more knowledgeable and experienced person offers support and encouragement to a less
knowledgeable and experienced person so as to facilitate that person’s career
development and success within the organization (Campbell & Campbell, 1997). In
business environments, mentoring, or coaching as it is sometimes referred, is a way of
developing talent and potential within the organization. This perspective regards
mentorship also as a way of improving one’s development within the various phases of
one’s career. Roche (1979) defined mentoring in this realm as “a relationship with a
person who took a personal interest in your career and who guided or sponsored you.” (p.
15)
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Kram (1983) describes the various functions of a mentor in a business relationship
including “sponsorship, coaching, protection, exposure-and-visibility, and challenging
work assignments” (p. 613). Mentoring relationships in the business realm can be
categorized as undergoing four phases: initiation, the phase in which the relationship
begins, cultivation, the phase in which the mentoring functions expand to reach their full
potential, separation, during which organizational or structural changes cause the
relationship to be substantially altered, and redefinition, the phase in which the
relationship ends or is redefined into a new form (Kram, 1983).
Mentoring relationships in business are often focused on “tangible” results that
are also meant for the mentor in addition to the protégé. For example, a mentor in a
business mentoring relationship may be rewarded from the relationship by developing a
loyal subordinate and also by being recognized by superiors for having recognized talent
(Kram, 1985). Mentoring in the business realm has been pared down to two primary
functions: psychosocial benefits that emphasizes competency and emotional support and
career benefits that facilitates an upward trajectory (Kram, 1985). The “success
outcomes” of mentoring in the business realm include overall development of the
organization, a stronger network for the mentor, and career advancement for the mentee
(Campbell & Campbell, 2007).
Mentoring in Psychology
Defining mentoring from a developmental psychology perspective primarily
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involves the psychosocial benefits due to the moral and emotional support provided by a
mentor. Levinson, Carrow, Klein, Levinson, & McKee (1978) describe the functions of a
mentor as a teacher, an exemplar to admire and a counselor who gives moral support.
Levinson, Carrow, Klein, Levinson, & McKee (1978) also posit that the most important
function of a mentor is to facilitate the realization of the protégé’s dream. Kram (1983)
identifies four psychosocial functions of mentoring as role modeling, giving counsel,
providing acceptance and confirmation, and offering friendship. Through these
functions, a person develops confidence and competence. Mentoring relationships from a
psychosocial standpoint are often focused on “intangible” results, such as contributing the
the general welfare of society (Jacobi, 1991). Elements of the psychosocial aspects of
mentoring are present in both the education and business realms.
Mentoring in Education
	
  
Mentoring has been studied in the academic realm in a variety of contexts,
including K-12 and higher education. While mentoring in higher education was first
examined among engineering students in 1911, its functions and impact on college
students was not studied until 1988 (Crisp & Cruz, 2009). Multiple studies have been
conducted with populations such as nurses, medical students, and graduate students to
attempt to understand what mentoring means in the context of these students’ lives (Crisp
& Cruz, 2009). Functions from both the business and psychology realms were outlined
by students as being important roles of a mentor, such as career development, general
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support, and role model (Crisp & Cruz, 2009). Additionally, both academic and social
functions were highlighted as roles of a mentor.
One of the purposes of mentoring in higher education is to assist student
populations that are at-risk and may need additional assistance in order to complete their
goals. Smith (2009) describes three primary functions of mentoring in a higher education
setting as: 1) Decreasing alienation that underrepresented students experience
at predominantly White institutions; 2) Granting students access to networks with faculty
and academic professionals; 3) Improve overall academic achievement and retention rates
(p. 1). Mentoring is often implemented as a strategy to address issues of social and
academic integration, satisfaction, and retention, especially with respect to populations
such as students of color who have traditionally faced under-representation and are at risk
of dropping out. Research shows that these populations are especially over-represented
at community colleges, compared to other higher education institutions.
The literature defines the role of the mentor for college students as potentially
being filled by many types of people including faculty members, peers, college staff, or
family (Campbell & Campbell, 1997; DuBois & Silverthorn, 2005). Ramirez (2009)
found in his study of college students that 51% of participants identified a college faculty
member as their mentor, while 21% cited family members, 8% said peers, 4% cited
tutors, 3% cited religious figures, and 7% indicated that they did not have a mentor. The
person serving in the mentoring role for college students essentially take the student
under their wing and acts as a supporter or guide.

40
Specific to college students, Nora and Crisp (2007) created a framework for
mentoring, which identified four general areas of mentoring based on theoretical
perspectives in business, psychology, and education literature. These four areas are: 1)
Psychological and Emotional Support; 2) Degree and Career Support; 3) Academic
Subject Knowledge Support; and 4) Existence of a Role Model. Psychological and
emotional support is reflective of the psychosocial support that is addressed in the
business realm of mentoring (Kram, 1985). In this area, the mentor established a
supportive relationship with the mentee and offers the mentee moral and emotional
support (Nora & Crisp, 2007). The second area, degree and career support, is reflective
of the mentor offering the mentee assistance with setting academic and career goals and
offering the mentee an honest assessment of their strengths, weaknesses, and abilities
(Crisp, 2009). Academic subject knowledge support focuses on the mentee acquiring the
necessary knowledge and skills to learn effectively and be successful in the classroom.
Finally, existence of a role model offers the mentee an opportunity to learn from the
mentor’s own successes and failures, as the mentor chooses to share and disclose parts of
his or her own life so that the mentee can relate and feel connected to them in a personal
way (Crisp, 2009).
This framework was created as a way to address the lack of a substantive
theoretical and conceptual mentoring framework in higher education. As Crisp (2009)
espouses, mentoring programs in higher education are created by taking elements of
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mentoring that are found in the literature to be successful (i.e. faculty and student
interaction), but are not based in any firm grounding. This framework is measured
through the 25-item College Student Mentoring Scale (CSMS), which outlines the four
variables fulfilled in a mentoring relationship for a college student. This scale asks
college students if they have someone in their life who fulfills various roles, such as
someone who helps them work through their academic aspirations and expresses
confidence in their academic abilities (Nora & Crisp, 2007). This framework will be used
as one of the theoretical frameworks that guide this study.
Types of Mentoring
Mentoring literature makes a distinction between formal and informal mentoring.
Formal mentoring programs are defined by a structured situation with some type of
administrative assistance or intervention where students are assigned to a mentor
(Campbell & Campbell, 1997; Kram, 1983). The mentoring activities in a formal
relationship are scheduled to take place at regular checkpoints throughout the time period
and typically consist of specific, pre-defined goals and objectives for the relationship
(Campbell & Campbell, 1997). Formal mentoring typically has a time span associated
with it. In contrast, informal mentoring develops more naturally between the mentor and
protégé and does not have any real structure in place to govern how the relationship
progresses (Campbell & Campbell, 1997; Ragins & Kram, 2007). These relationships
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are often the starting place for lifelong relationships and utilize networks naturally found
at home, school, or the workplace (DuBois & Silverthorn, 2005). Informal mentoring
relationships also develop based on interpersonal comfort and perceived competence
(Kram, 1983).
Campbell and Campbell (2007) conducted a study in which they studied shortterm and long-term academic outcomes for students in a formal student-faculty
mentorship versus students who were non-mentored. They found significant short-term
and long-term benefits for the mentored students, including higher GPA after one year,
higher credits completed after one year, and a greater likelihood of pursuing graduate
study eleven years later, compared to those who were not formally mentored (Campbell
& Campbell, 2007). Thile and Matt (1995) found that a formal mentoring program
created specifically for at-risk minority students yielded higher GPAs and higher
retention rates, compared to students who were not mentored. Ragins and Cotton (1999)
conducted a study in which they examined the impact of formal versus informal
mentoring on men and women and their relationships. Their study found that protégés
with informal mentors reported greater psychosocial benefits and greater overall
satisfaction, than those with formal mentors. Their findings confirm other research that
finds informal mentoring to be more beneficial than formal mentoring (Chao, Walz, &
Gardner, 1992). Reasons for lower satisfaction with formal mentoring include less
comfort, identification, and motivation than informal mentoring (Ragins & Cotton, 1999).
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Aside from formal versus informal mentoring, mentoring can also be defined by
who fulfills the roles of mentor and protégé. As aforementioned, there are many
categories of people who can fulfill the role of a mentor. There are peer-to-peer
mentoring models, as well as the traditional “grooming” model in which an experienced
person fulfills various technical and/or psychosocial needs of the less experienced person
(Chesler & Chesler, 2002; Haring, 1999). The dyadic “one-to-one” models of mentoring
are more typical and what one usually thinks of when defining a mentoring relationship.
These dyadic models are characterized by a senior, more experienced mentor serving in a
guidance role to a less-experienced protégé. The mentor generally provides the protégé
with various psychological, emotional, and career assistance (Higgins & Kram, 2001).
However, some researchers believe it is unrealistic and impractical to expect one
person to serve all the mentoring needs of any given individual, due to a person’s many
facets and diverse make-up (Chesler & Chesler, 2002; Ragins & Cotton, 1999). Thus, in
a “networking” mentoring model, a collective group, rather than an individual, provides
the various functions of mentoring (Chesler & Chesler, 2002; Kreitner & Kinicki, 2001). 	
  	
  
The developmental network consists of those relationships the protégé names at a
particular point in time as being important to his or her career development; they are
simultaneously held relationships, as opposed to a sequence of developmental
relationships (Ragins & Cotton, 1999; Whitely & Coetsier, 1993). 	
  
In Higgins and Kram’s (2001) work, Reconceptualizing Mentoring at Work: A
Developmental Network Perspective, the authors discuss the benefits of a developmental
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network compared to a traditional dyadic relationship, including the reciprocity as
opposed to focus on the mentee’s learning, multilevel as opposed to hierarchical, and
intra-and extra-organizational as opposed to solely organizational. Welch (1997) argues
that especially for racial/ethnic minorities, a more “comprehensive” mentoring model
would help to acknowledge the various perspectives and histories of the protégé to foster
equity. The networking model also eliminates the need to find a “perfect” mentor/mentee
match between two individuals (Haring, 1999; Smith, 2009).
Benefits of Mentoring on College Students
There have been numerous studies that have explored the influence of mentoring on
college students. Campbell and Campbell (1997) found mentoring to be associated with
positive student outcomes, including higher GPA, more credits completed and lower
dropout rate, compared to students who were not mentored. A long-term study Campbell
and Campbell (2007) conducted found that mentored students also remained on campus
and pursued graduate study at a higher rate than non-mentored students. Thile and Matt
(1995) associated a formal mentoring program as affecting higher retention and GPA
rates for minority students, as compared to a control group. Crisp (2010) also found
mentoring to positively influence community college students’ decisions to persist in
college through their commitment to their academic goals.
Santos & Reigadas (2002) found there was a positive impact on students’
academic performance when they participate in a formal faculty-student mentoring
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program. In their study, student-mentor ethnic homogeneity impacted how often students
met with their mentors, which in turn, influenced students’ academic performance and
persistence. In a synthesis of the relevant literature, Pascarella (1980) reported
significant positive correlation between high levels of informal student-faculty interaction
and the impact that interaction had on students’ educational aspirations, achievement, and
persistence. Multiple studies (Kuh et.al., 2006; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1980;
Theophilides & Terenzini, 1981) discuss the positive correlation between college
students’ informal contact with faculty members and their academic performance,
retention, and satisfaction with college life.
More recently, a study by DuBois and Silverthorn (2005) showed informal
mentoring to be associated with an increased likelihood of completing education and
higher self-esteem. Jones, Castellanos, and Cole (2002) also showcased the ability of
mentoring programs to help students in their ability to socially integrate with their
university and bring a better sense of belonging. Studies have also shown the number of
times a student meets with his/her mentor as positively impacting success measures;
specifically, students who had more contacts and more contact time with their mentor
completed more credits and earned a higher GPA (Campbell & Campbell, 1997).
Mentoring and Latino Students
Both formal and informal mentoring opportunities have been found to have
positive effects on Hispanic student outcomes. Research by V. Torres and Hernandez
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(2009) highlighted that Latinos who identified as having a mentor had higher levels of
commitment and academic integration. Bordes and Arredondo (2005) conducted a study
in which they measured the relationship between a university mentoring program and
first-year Latino students’ level of comfort in their college environment. Their study
found that having a mentor was related to Latino students’ positive outlook of the
university environment. Santos and Reigadas (2004) found that Latino students who
participated in a faculty-student mentoring program at a university reported higher levels
of self-efficacy and academic goal development after participating in the program than
before participating in the program. Furthermore, the frequency of student-mentor contact
had a positive correlation to students’ adjustment to college and program satisfaction.
Crisp (2009) found in a study conducted at a Hispanic-Serving Institution (HSI) that
mentoring, as measured through the CSMS, had a significant effect on students’ social
and academic integration.
The positive effects of the Puente Project, a mentoring program for Latino
students in California, have also been documented (Laden, 2000). The Puente Project is
a mentoring program for first-generation Latino students in California, which offers
students mentors from the Latino community. The Puente Project had a retention rate of
97% for Latinos and a 48% transfer rate from community college to a 4-year university,
compared to a transfer rate of 7% for students not enrolled in the program (Laden, 2000).
Research conducted by Laden (2000) on the Puente Project found that Latino students
cited specific faculty members as being the primary influence in their educational

47
decisions. Project MALES has also seen considerable success in Texas since 2010. This
program is focused on “intergenerational” mentoring for males of color at the college and
high school levels (Saenz & Bukoski, 2014). Essentially, professionals and graduate
student serve as mentors for males of color in college; in turn, the college students serve
as mentors to local male high school students.
Cejda and Rhodes (2004) found the role of faculty to be essential in promoting
degree completion for Hispanic students at a community college. One of the themes
highlighted in their research spoke to the importance of the mentoring strategies
employed by faculty members, including providing practical advice, serving as role
models, and assisting students with employment opportunities. Role modeling allows for
Latino male students to see someone like them who is successful (Saenz & Bukoski,
2014). Additionally, role modeling allows Latino adults to connect with Latino male
students and pay it forward to their community (Saenz & Bukoski, 2014).
Nora and Cabrera (1996) further expounds on the lack of minority mentors and
role models in higher education institutions, which can lead to issues of Latino
integration and support. Latino male students also indicate the need and lack of seeing
Latino male role models on campus (Saenz & Bukoski, 2014). As Saenz and Ponjuan
(2011) state, “Colleges and universities must take seriously their faculty diversity efforts
and enact policies that promote the recruitment, hiring, and retention of U.S. born Latino
and other men of color faculty” (p. 5). Currently, Hispanics make up only 4% of the
overall professoriate in the United States (Watson, 2016). One such effort is being made
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through an initiative entitled “Pathways to the Professoriate,” an initiative that was
launched by the University of Pennsylvania’s Center for Minority Serving Institutions
(CSMI) to help increase the number of Latino professors in higher education (Watson,
2016). As Dr. Marybeth Gasman, Director of CMSI, described, “We hope this creates a
strong pathway to graduate school for Latino students that will grow over time, with
these students supporting one another and one day becoming mentors themselves”
(Watson, 2016, para. 5).
Mentor Matching
There has been some discussion and research surrounding the idea of gender and
ethnic matching between mentor and mentee and whether this is more or less effective
than cross-gender and cross-racial matching. Miller and Dreger (1968) point out that
individuals tend to identify with people who are like themselves and both parties of the
mentoring relationship are naturally inclined towards those who are like themselves.
Other researchers, like Higgins and Kram (2001), discuss the developmental network
perspective of mentoring and its benefits, including expanding one’s access to a diverse
set of resources and information. Results regarding the effect of mentoring homogeneity
on students’ persistence and other academic outcomes have been mixed.
Campbell and Campbell (1997) found no correlation between gender or ethnic
matching between mentees and mentors in a formal university mentoring program on
GPA, units completed, or retention. Bordes and Arredondo (2005) also did not find
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ethnic matching between mentor and mentee to make a difference on perceptions of
cultural congruity and the university environment in their study of first-year Latino
students. Noe (1988) actually found gender matching to be negatively correlated to
career and psychosocial benefits gained by the mentee in a study of formal mentoring
among educators who sought administrative positions. Similarly, several student
perspectives have also reflected that having a mentor of their same background was not
necessary and not the most important factor in selecting a mentor. Lee (1999) found in
her study of African-American student perceptions about race and mentoring that while
students felt mentoring was important, racial/ethnic homogeneity in the mentor/mentee
relationship was not important. They cited having quality interactions and being in the
same academic field as more important than race in the mentoring relationship.
Similarly, Hickson (2002) found that African-American students at a historically black
college in the South felt that it was not important for one’s mentor to be of the same race.
Campbell and Campbell (2007), in their longitudinal study with undergraduates at
a large university in California, found gender matching in mentoring relationships to have
no impact on outcomes. However, they found ethnic matching to significantly and
positively impact number of semesters enrolled and credits accumulated over the course
of eleven years. While they found GPA and graduation to have a positive correlation,
this was not statistically significant (2007). Santos and Reigadas (2002) also found ethnic
homogeneity in mentors for Hispanic students to have a positive impact on students’
adjustment to college and subsequent academic performance. Students in their study who
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were matched with Hispanic mentors reported greater program satisfaction and felt their
mentors were more supportive than those Hispanic students who were with unmatched
mentors. Homogeneity enhanced supportiveness by virtue of the mentors and mentees
sharing common ethnic or cultural backgrounds (Santos & Reigadas, 2002). Pope (2002)
conducted a study with minority students to investigate perceptions of campus climate
and found that students of color viewed mentoring to be extremely important;
specifically, over 70% felt it was important to have a mentoring relationship with
someone of the same racial/ethnic group. Additionally, the Latinos in the survey voiced
that this was challenging for them because there was a lack of people on their campus
from the same racial/ethnic background who could serve in this role.
Another facet of homogeneity in mentor/mentee relationships to consider is the
perspective of the mentor. Atkinson, Casas, and Neville (1994) found in their study that
those who mentored students of the same ethnic background viewed the relationship
more positively than those who mentored students of a different ethnic background.
Rhodes (2005) suggests that mentors are most effective when they have a vested interest
in the development of their mentees and research suggests that some mentors may have
less of an interest in those who are of a different race or ethnicity (Sanchez, ColonTorres, Feuer, Roundfield, & Berardi, 2014). Frierson (1997) discusses the challenges of
having someone from the majority population serve as mentors for underrepresented
students. Some of these challenges include seeking out protégés that are similar to them
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and unconsciously making those of a different background assimilate into the majority
culture.
Conceptual Framework
Nora and Crisp’s Mentoring Framework
Due to varied definitions of mentoring, having a way of conceptually measuring
mentoring is a challenge (Haring, 1999). Existing research has also focused on mentoring
data that is qualitative and contain low levels of validity (Crisp & Cruz, 2009). Many
mentoring models also have not been tested in educational settings with diverse student
populations (Crisp, 2009). Studies that have been conducted in education settings have
typically been at four-year institutions with graduate students. Thus, internal and external
validity have both been issues with mentoring research, due to small sample sizes or
challenges in isolating the effects of what has been defined as mentoring in that particular
context (Jacobi, 1991). Nora and Crisp (2007) sought to address these challenges by
developing a conceptual framework to identify the various dimensions associated with
mentoring in a higher education setting. Nora and Crisp’s (2007) mentoring framework
was developed specifically for undergraduate students based on their review of mentoring
theory from various disciplines such as business, psychology, and education (Crisp,
2010). The framework consists of four constructs that collectively form a holistic
mentoring support system for students. These constructs are: 1) Psychological and
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Emotional Support; 2) Degree and Career Supports; 3) Academic Subject Knowledge
Support; and 4) Existence of a Role Model (Nora & Crisp, 2007).
Psychological and emotional support involves establishing a supportive
relationship and understanding between the mentor and student (Nora & Crisp, 2007).
Through this variable, the mentor helps to identify problems and provide emotional and
moral support. Ideas from the mentoring literature that supported this particular construct
were ideas surrounding creating a supportive and empathetic relationship,
encouragement, and listening (Crisp, 2010). The second arena, degree and career
support, assesses a student’s strengths and weaknesses and assists them with goal setting.
There are six perspectives drawn from the literature that contribute to this variable,
including an exploration of a student’s abilities and ideas, stimulating critical thinking,
and “facilitating in the realization of the mentee’s dream” (Nora & Crisp, 2007, p. 343).
The third construct, academic subject knowledge support, helps students acquire
the necessary skills to help the student succeed academically and focuses on subject
learning and the teacher-learning process. Particular emphasis is placed on subject
learning rather than life-skills learning (Nora & Crisp, 2007). Finally, the last construct,
existence of a role model, focuses on enriching the relationship between mentor and
mentee so the mentee can learn from the mentor’s actions, successes, and failures. This
domain emphasizes the mentor sharing his/her life experiences with the mentee to
personalize the relationship (Nora & Crisp, 2007).
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Students may experience the constructs in this framework through formal or
informal mentoring (Crisp, 2010). This framework can be assessed through the 25-item
College Student Mentoring Scale (CSMS) developed by Crisp (2009) that will be used in
this study. Crisp (2009) and Crisp and Cruz (2010) established reliability for the CSMS
in studies conducted with students at a community college (n = 351) as well as with
students attending a four-year Hispanic Serving Institution (n =363). Moreover, it can be
used to research the relationship between mentoring and various student outcomes such
as retention and graduation rates (Crisp, 2009). These studies provide evidence that
mentoring for community college students consists of four interrelated domains: 1)
Psychological and Emotional Support; 2) Degree and Career Support; 3) Academic
Subject Knowledge Support; and 4) Existence of a Role Model (Crisp, 2009). With
many community colleges having limited resources to implement mentoring programs,
the CSMS was designed to offer more specific, defined feedback other than just knowing
that mentoring is beneficial to students (Crisp, 2010). In this study, CSMS will be used
to gauge the degree of mentoring supports that a student feels that he has experienced in
each of the four domains.
Albert Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory and Self-Efficacy
Self-efficacy is defined as one’s belief in his capability to accomplish tasks that
will fulfill any given outcome (Bandura, 1997). Self-efficacy is an integral component of
social cognitive theory, as it provides insight into one’s motivations and ability to follow-
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through with actions. Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory posits that human beings
are reflective, self-regulating, and proactive and that they are affected by the interplay of
three major influences. These three domains include personal factors (cognitive,
affective, and biological), behavior, and environment (Pajares, 1996). In contrast to other
social development theories, social cognitive theory posits that external factors only
affect people to the degree that they influence their aspirations, self-efficacy, and
emotional states (Pajares, 1996). At the root of social cognitive theory is that belief that
people are responsible for their own actions and proactive agents of regulation change
towards their own development (Bandura, 1997).
Self-efficacy stems from social cognitive theory in that self-efficacy is at the core
of human agency (Bandura, 1997). As Bandura (1997) states, “Unless people believe
that they can produce desired effects by their actions they have little incentive to act or to
persevere in the face of difficulties” (p. 28). Self-efficacy is defined as someone’s belief
in producing a desired outcome. Even though one’s beliefs and reality may not always
match, their beliefs about what they can accomplish are often better indicators of what
they can accomplish than their actual abilities. For example, someone may be quite
talented and have frequent episodes of self-doubt, whereas someone else may lack
requisite skills for completing a task but believe very strongly in their ability to complete
the task. Research shows that one’s self-efficacy is a factor in how well someone is able
to acquire their knowledge and skills (Pajares, 1996).
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Development of Self-Efficacy
In addition to contributing to one’s ability to acquire knowledge and skills, selfefficacy can play a role in human behavior in several ways. Self-efficacy can influence
the choices a person makes, how much energy they will expend on an activity, how much
they will persevere, how quickly they recover after setbacks, and their emotional
reactions (Pajares, 1996). Most importantly, it puts people in a position to be active
agents and producers, as opposed to foretellers, of their futures (Pajares, 1996). Selfefficacy has been studied in many different fields such as education, health, athletics, and
business (Pajares, 1996). In the field of education, in particular, research has shown that
self-efficacy is a consistent predictor of behavioral outcomes (Pajares, 1996).
Self-efficacy is developed in a variety of ways. There are four major ways in
which self-efficacy can be developed in a person---mastery, vicarious experience, social
persuasion, and physiological states (Bandura, 1986). Mastery is the most influential
factor in self-efficacy. Quite simply, this is referring to a person’s level of mastery over
any given task as influencing their self-efficacy beliefs. If a person has mastered a
particular task, they are more likely to have a high level of self-efficacy towards that task.
Frequent successes develop a strong level of self-efficacy while repeated failures lower
one’s self-efficacy (Pajares, 1996). Once a level of self-efficacy is established in a
particular area, it is likely to be generalized to other similar areas.
Another way that self-efficacy is developed is through vicarious experience. If
one sees somebody else, particularly someone who is of a similar background as they are,
succeeding in a task, they are likely to develop a higher level of self-efficacy for that task.
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Vicarious experience is thought to be particularly influential in instances where one has
little direct experience with a certain task. Self-efficacy is also developed through social
persuasion. This occurs when others verbally (or otherwise) try to persuade someone of
their skills and abilities. However, it is important that this occurs within “realistic
bounds” so as not to discredit the persuader (Bandura, 1986, p. 400). The final way that
self-efficacy is developed is through physiological states. States such as fear, fatigue, and
aches and pains in particular situations contribute to a person’s perceived self-efficacy
(Pajares, 1996).
Academic Self-Efficacy
Self-efficacy varies depending on the domain that one is examining (Zimmerman,
2000). Thus, if one is focusing on academic settings, one should use scales of academic
self-efficacy rather than general self-efficacy (Zajacova, Lynch, & Espenshade, 2005).
Academic self-efficacy is defined as the amount of confidence a student has in his ability
to successfully perform academic tasks at a particular level (Schunk, 1991). Examples of
these tasks include studying and test-taking. Research shows that general self-efficacy
measures are not very predictive of academic outcomes, such as grades and persistence,
whereas specific academic self-efficacy scales have shown to consistently be a strong
predictor of academic outcomes (Zajacova, et al., 2005). In this study, therefore,
academic self-efficacy, rather than general self-efficacy, will be examined with respect to
its relationship to mentoring for college students.
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Academic self-efficacy can be measured in several ways. Bandura (1986)
suggested that self-efficacy be measured through both magnitude and level of confidence.
Maurer and Pierce (1998) discussed the use of a Likert scale in order to satisfy the
recommendation of using an instrument that can assess magnitude and level of
confidence. Thus, a number of instruments have been created in order to measure
academic self-efficacy through a Likert scale. One popular measure of academic selfefficacy is the College Self-Efficacy Inventory (CSEI), a 20-item instrument developed
by Solberg, O’Brien, Villareal, Kennel, & Davis (1993). The CSEI was developed to
understand the relationship between self-efficacy and college adjustment and measures
three main constructs: course efficacy, social efficacy, and roommate efficacy. Another
measure of academic self-efficacy is the the 57-item Self-Efficacy for Learning Form
(SELF) developed by Zimmerman and Kitsantas (2007). The SELF is an assessment of
students’ beliefs about their ability to self-regulate (i.e. self-monitor, self-evaluate) with
respect to aspects of their academic functioning and learning (e.g. reading, testing, notetaking). The instrument is scored on a 0-100 scale, rather than a smaller Likert scale,
which is more sensitive at measuring incremental changes in self-efficacy (Bandura,
2006). The SELF, and the abridged version of the SELF, the SELF-A, measure various
classroom domains of academic self-efficacy such as concentration during tests, notetaking, and memorization skills.
Self-Efficacy and Academic Outcomes
Self-efficacy has been established in the research as having a positive effect on
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various types of academic achievement, both through direct and indirect means
(Bandura, 1997; DeFreitas & Bravo, 2012; Kuh, 1999). Bean and Eaton (2000)
discussed the importance of self-efficacy in helping students persevere when they are
faced with various challenges in college as well as maintaining confidence about their
ability to succeed. Collins (1982), in her experiment studying students’ problem-solving
skills related to self-efficacy, found that students with low or average mathematical
ability, but higher self-efficacy, worked longer and harder on the mathematical problems
than other students with the same ability, but lower self-efficacy. In his meta-analysis,
Schunk (1991) reviews the studies that highlight the impact of self-efficacy on a variety
of positive student behaviors, including motivation, goal-setting, and information
processing.

Higher levels of self-efficacy have been shown in studies to be directly correlated
to higher grades and overall GPA (Bong, 2001; Choi, 2005; Kitsantas, Winsler, & Huie,
2009). Robbins, Lauver, Le, Davis and Langley (2004) found that academic self-efficacy
had a positive impact on college GPA when controlling for factors such as
socioeconomic status and high school performance. Zimmerman and Kitsantas (1999)
conducted a study with university students to examine the effects of academic selfefficacy on homework and found that the relationship between academic self-efficacy
and academic achievement was mediated by homework performance. Thus, academic
self-efficacy positively impacted homework performance, which, in turn, impacted
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students’ academic achievement. A study by J.B.Torres and Solberg (2001) examined
the impact of various constructs, including self-efficacy, on college outcomes of Latino
students (67 of whom were enrolled at a community college). Their study found that
academic self-efficacy was positive correlated with persistence and hours of study.
Self-Efficacy and Mentoring
Since self-efficacy is both a social and personal construct (Pajares, 2002),
relationships can impact one’s perception and belief in oneself. Two of the ways that
self-efficacy is developed, vicarious experience and social persuasion, can be directly
impacted by mentoring. By definition, mentors serve in a role where they set an example
for their mentees. If one has a mentor who models certain behaviors or abilities, they are
likely to develop higher self-efficacy with respect to their own ability to complete that
task. Schunk (1987) discussed the relationship between positive changes in self-efficacy
and an individual’s degree of similarity to a peer model in their lives.
Additionally, having a mentor as a source of encouragement and positive
persuasion can also positively impact one’s self-efficacy. Faculty members, in particular,
have been cited as strong sources of positive encouragement, which positively impacts
students’ self-efficacy (DeFreitas & Bravo, 2012). Since a faculty member is someone
seen as credible and knowledgeable from a student’s perspective, their positive
reinforcement goes a long way in developing student’s self-efficacy (DeFreitas & Bravo,
2012). This increase in self-efficacy is then, in-turn, correlated to higher academic
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achievement. A study by Santos and Reigadas (2002) studied the relationship of Latino
students’ participation in a faculty mentoring program on their adjustment to college,
including academic goal definition and self-efficacy. Findings showed an increase in
students’ self-efficacy as a results of participating in the mentoring program.
Critical Race Theory
Critical Race Theory (CRT) emphasizes the relationship between race, racism,
and power (Delgado & Stefancic, 2012). It has its origins in critical legal studies as well
as other movements such as radical feminism and the Civil Rights Movement.
Essentially, CRT critically examines the relationship between power and social roles and
the “invisible collection of patterns and habits that make up patriarchy and other types of
domination” (Delgado & Stefancic, 2012, p. 5). There are five basic tenets of CRT: 1)
Racism is an ordinary part of every day life; 2) Interest convergence, or the notion that
the system has passed certain decisions and laws so that they primarily serve the interests
of the dominant group; 3) Race is a social construction, unrelated to biological or genetic
realities; 4) Intersectionality, or the idea that everyone has overlapping and potentially
conflicting identities; and 5) Counter-Storytelling, which encourages the minority groups
to tell their unique stories to challenge the dominant discourse (Delgado & Stefancic,
2012). Through the research questions in this study, the tenets of intersectionality and
storytelling will be examined.
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Crenshaw (1989) defines intersectionality as the way in which race, class, gender,
sexuality, and other social constructions simultaneously impact the lives of people as they
engage in society and its institutions. Often in an attempt to address one or the other of a
person’s identity, discourses will ignore the intersectionality of that identity and will
therefore marginalize both identities (Crenshaw, 1991). In her research examining
battered women’s shelters, Crenshaw (1991) describes the convergence of race, class, and
gender for these women and how intervention strategies designed for these women fail to
take into account the multiple and divergent facets of their identities. These will
ultimately be of limited help to these women because women of different races and
classes face different obstacles (Crenshaw, 1991). Ladson-Billings and Tate (1995) also
argue that drop-out rates for Black and Latino males cannot be explained by solely class
and gender, purporting that race does, indeed, matter and in more detailed ways beyond
just class and gender.
The dominant discourse surrounding Latino men in the United States tells a
particular story regarding the intersection of gender, race, and class, among other
identities. CRT, along with LatCrit Theory, together serve as a framework to examine
the complex intersections of Latino identity (Solórzano & Bernal, 2001). As Yosso,
Villalpando, Delgado, and Solórzano (2001) describe, “Traditional pedagogies often
marginalize students based on race, class, gender, language, accent, phenotype, or
immigrant status” (p. 96). Saenz and Bukoski (2014, p. 88) point out that doing a quick
Google search of “stereotype Hispanic” produces results such as “wetback” (the idea that
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Latinos are illegal immigrants), “lazy worker,” and “lover.” These stereotypes play into
the dominant White patriarchy of what it means to be a Hispanic male in the United
States. In his quantitative study, Covarrubias (2011) examined the nuances in Chicana/o
intersectionality by examining disaggregated data along race, class, gender, and
citizenship status. His findings showed diverse patterns of achievement based on distinct
social, economic, and legal conditions (Covarrubias, 2011).
Counter-storytelling is another aspect of CRT that will be utilized in this study.
Critical race theorists advocate for oppressed groups to tell their own stories to counter
the destructive and “deficit-model” narratives that surround these communities (Saenz &
Bukoski, 2014; Yosso, 2006). As Bensimon and Bishop (2012) state, “Our research
methods, questions, and interpretive frameworks often more likely lead to such
conclusions as Latinos have the lowest college completion rate of any group, rather than
higher education is least successful in retaining and graduating Latinos of any group” (p.
2). CRT and LatCrit studies view students’ knowledge as a strength and draw on the
lived experiences on students through their various methods of story-telling including
family history, biographies, scenarios, parables, testimmonios, cuentos, consejos,
chronicles, and narratives (Solórzano & Bernal, 2001). These stories emphasize
experiential knowledge as critical to understanding the narratives and subordination of
various groups.
For this research, CRT will be used as a lens to explore issues of mentoring
supports for Latino students at community colleges that underpin the issue of success and
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completion of Latino students at the college. CRT will be used to analyze the
experiences of Latino male students: whether and how they have experienced
discrimination, how they describe their experiences of being a Latino male at the
community college, and what type of potential effect it would have on their success and
self-efficacy to have more Latino faculty and staff present at the college. Another facet
of CRT is a commitment to social justice---specifically, the pursuit of social justice and
elimination of subordination through discussions of theory and practice (Yosso, et. al.,
2001). Community colleges also align themselves under the mission of social justice and
providing opportunities for all, regardless of background, ability, and finances. Using
CRT as a way to analyze the experiences of Latino males at a community college will
allow us to take a closer look at the theme of social justice that permeates through the
fabric of these institutions.

CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
This chapter describes the research design and methodology of the study. The
chapter reiterates the purpose of the study and the research questions explored in the
study. The chapter describes the methodology and research design selected. In addition,
the chapter describes the study sample, instrumentation, data collection procedures, and
data analysis methods. The chapter concludes with delimitations of the study.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to study the relationship between mentoring and
Latino males’ academic success and self-efficacy. Latino males are a disappearing
population from the college completion pipeline, due to a variety of factors including
socioeconomic issues, access to quality education, and familial commitments (Nora &
Crisp, 2009; Saenz & Ponjuan, 2009). Mentoring has been cited (Bordes & Arredondo,
2005; Laden, 2000; Santos & Reigadas, 2002) as one way to assist Hispanic males in
reaching their goals. Investigating mentoring at the community college, specifically, is
essential to understanding educational opportunities for Latino males due to the high
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proportion of Latinos enrolling in community colleges (American Association for
Community Colleges, 2016).
This study aims to take a closer look at mentoring relationships of Latino male
students at a community college and whether the presence of these relationships is related
to various academic success measures and the academic self-efficacy of these students.
Furthermore, the study wishes to examine whether racial/ethnic homogeneity between
mentor and mentee is related to the academic success and academic self-efficacy of
students. Understanding whether there is a relationship between mentoring and academic
success and self-efficacy can help in the creation of support services that can best help
these students be successful.
Research Questions
The research questions that this study sought to answer are as follows:
1. What is the relationship between mentoring and the academic success of Latino
male students at a community college?
2. What is the relationship between mentoring and the self-efficacy of Latino male
students at a community college?
3. What is the relationship between the ethnicity of a mentor and the academic
success of Latino male students at a community college?
4. What is the relationship between the ethnicity of a mentor and the self-efficacy of
Latino male students at a community college?
Research Design
A quantitative approach was used in this study to provide an analysis of the role

66
of mentoring on success outcomes of Latino male students. As Creswell (2007)
describes, quantitative research is useful when the research problem is attempting to
describe or explain a relationship among variables. The research questions can be
answered through “measurable, observable data” and utilizes statistical analyses to
describe trends and compare similarities and differences between groups (Creswell,
2007). Specifically, this study utilized a correlational research design to assess the
relationship between mentoring, success, and self-efficacy for students. In a
correlational design, researchers use statistical tests to “measure the degree of association
between two or more variables or sets of scores” (p. 356). This design is especially
useful when the researcher wishes to determine whether two or more variables influence
each other and predict a particular outcome (Creswell, 2007). This study used
descriptive statistics and various regression analyses to assess the relationship between
(a) mentoring and academic success, (b) mentoring and academic self-efficacy, (c)
mentor ethnicity and academic success, and (d) mentor ethnicity and academic selfefficacy. Depending on the nature of the outcome being measured, the two types of
regression analyses used were Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) multiple linear regression
and ordinal regression. The specific regression models used are outlined in greater detail
later in this chapter.
Academic success in this study was defined by end-of-term GPA. This variable
was observed in two different ways, which is discussed in greater detail later in the
chapter. Self-efficacy is defined as one’s belief in his or her own abilities to succeed in
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particular situations (Bandura, 1997). According to Bandura (1997) it is important to
evaluate self-efficacy in the “domain” in which one is examining outcomes. Thus, in a
college setting, it is most effective to examine academic self-efficacy. Academic selfefficacy refers to a students’ confidence in carrying out academic tasks, such as writing
papers and studying (Bandura, 1997). Academic self-efficacy has been closely tied to
academic performance indicators such as GPA, persistence, and hours of study (Bong,
2001; J.B. Torres & Solberg, 2001; Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 1999), which is why
academic self-efficacy was selected as an additional outcome through which to examine
the effects of mentoring in this study.
Sample
This study was conducted at a large community college in the Midwest that serves
over 20,000 annual credit students, and over 15,000 students in spring 2015. The
population at this college was roughly 22% Hispanic and about 50% male at the time of
the study. The majority of the students in the college (56%) were White students. The
total number of Hispanic students in spring 2015 was approximately 3,000 students. A
majority of the students were part-time students with the intent to transfer. The mean age
at the college in spring 2015 was 24, and the median age was 21. Over 80% of the
students enrolled at the college were in-district students.
The participants for this study were selected based on the following criteria:
1)   Latino,
2)   male, and
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3)   enrolled for at least one credit course at the community college.
The first two criteria were the primary qualifiers for the study, as the researcher wished to
examine mentoring with respect to Latino male students. The students also must have
been currently enrolled at the college as of spring of 2015. This particular college was
chosen partly due to its increase in Hispanic students in recent years. However, while the
college was experiencing increases in minority students, White students still constituted a
majority of the student population. Additionally, the participants were all selected from
one institution so as to ensure that they were all part of the same college environment and
had access to similar support services. The pool of participants was identified through
the Office of Institutional Research in the spring of 2015 who narrowed a list of students
limited to the three criteria outlined above. Their names and associated email addresses
were gathered by the Office of Institutional Research and provided to the researcher.
Several methods were used to recruit students to participate in the study. A
postcard was generated (Appendix A) to distribute to students in high-traffic areas (e.g.
Advising Office, Multi-Cultural Student Services, Latinos Unidos Club) to garner
participation. The researcher spoke with faculty and staff advisors of these clubs to ask
them to share the postcards and announce the study to the students in the groups. The
researcher spoke directly to organizations and clubs on campus to discuss the survey and
generate awareness of its goals. As aforementioned, a list of potential student participants
was gathered by the Office of Institutional Research at the college. These students were
sent an email message (Appendix B) with a link to the electronic survey along with the
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consent form. Multiple reminders were sent to these students’ email addresses to solicit
participation in the survey. Students were incentivized to participate in the study through
the possibility of being entered into a drawing to receive an iPad. All students who
completed the electronic survey had the opportunity to enter their name and contact
information in the survey to win an iPad. Additionally, all students who participated in
the interviews received a gift card to the college cafeteria. Students participating in the
interviews also signed an informed consent form that granted their consent to participate
in an interview and to have that interview audio recorded. Students were assured that
while their responses were not anonymous, they were still confidential.
Instrumentation and Data Collection
The data for the study were collected through two primary means. An 80-item
survey was used for most of the data collection. Academic outcomes data also were
collected through the Student Information System (SIS) at the college. Each of these
data collection measures are described in greater detail in this section.
Survey
The survey instrument used in the research study (Appendix C) consisted of
several major sections: demographic items, mentoring items, and academic self-efficacy
items. Demographic items on the survey were used to collect information such as
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semesters completed at the college, employment status, and first-generation status. The
items in this section were formatted as closed-response items whenever possible.
Collecting this information allowed the researcher to present a more detailed description
of the study sample. Some of this information was also collected because these
demographics indicators were identified as potential control variables for the study.
Control variables, or covariates, are variables that are important to neutralize due to their
effect on the dependent variable in the study (Creswell, 2007). Based on extant research,
variables such as how many hours a student works per week, semesters completed, and
HS GPA were variables identified that would relate to the dependent variables of
academic success and self-efficacy (Cohen & Brawer, 2008; Kuh, et.al., 2006; Pike &
Saupe, 2002). Therefore, the statistical analyses attempted to control for these factors to
isolate the potential effects of mentoring on the outcomes as much as possible.
Other variables of interest collected in the demographics section of the survey
included college GPA and formal mentoring. Due to a paucity of GPA data obtained
from college records, the college GPA item, which asked students to select their GPA
from within a range of provided GPAs, was merged with another GPA measure to form
one of the primary dependent variables of academic success in the study. This process is
described in greater detail later in this chapter. The formal mentoring item asked students
to identify whether they were part of a formal mentoring program at the time of the study
as a “Yes” or “No” option. This item was one of the ways mentoring was identified as a
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primary predictor variable in the study (along with measuring mentoring via the College
Student Mentoring Scale, or CSMS).
The mentoring section of the survey was adapted from the College Student
Mentoring Scale (CSMS) developed by Nora and Crisp (2007). This scale consisted of
25 items that were grouped according to four major areas: Psychological and Emotional
Support, Degree and Career Support, Academic Subject Knowledge Support, and
Existence of a Role Model (Nora & Crisp, 2007).

Survey items were developed by

Nora and Crisp (2007) based on theoretical foundations of mentoring established in
educational, psychological, and business literature and factors previously developed by,
N.H. Cohen (1995) and Kram (1988), among others. Every item on the scale is
associated with one of these four sub-scales. The 25 items in this section of the survey
were formatted as Likert items that asked students to rate their level of agreement with
the mentoring-related statements using response options of 1 = strongly disagree to 5 =
strongly agree. Examples of statements in this survey included, “While in college, I have
had someone in my life who I look up to regarding college-related issues” and “While in
college, I have had someone in my life who discusses the implications of my degree
choice.”
Reliability and validity evidence for the CSMS scale have been obtained by
multiple studies. Crisp (2009) and Crisp and Cruz (2010) established reliability for
scores from the CSMS at a community college (n= 351) as well as with students
attending a four-year Hispanic Serving Institution (n=363). Confirmatory factor analyses
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(CFA) revealed the validity of scores from the four constructs of mentoring that have
been identified in the mentoring literature: psychological and emotional support, degree
support, academic knowledge support, and existence of a role model. The Cronbach
alpha reliability for each of the subscale coefficients ranged from .845 to .913, indicating
that the CSMS provides highly reliable scores (Crisp, 2009). Results indicated the model
held well for Hispanic students (Crisp, 2009; Crisp & Cruz, 2010), White students (Crisp,
2009; Crisp & Cruz, 2010), Asian students (Crisp, 2009), male and female students
(Crisp & Cruz, 2010), and freshmen and sophomores (Crisp & Cruz, 2010). Results also
implied that mentoring interventions and strategies need to be customized to different
populations, such as minority students and community college students (Crisp, 2009;
Crisp & Cruz, 2010).
The CSMS was used to measure mentoring in this study for several reasons.
Given the limited nature of mentoring approaches, either due to vague operational
definitions or failure to be applicable to specific populations, there is a lack of
measurement tools to assess mentoring that provide valid and reliable scores (Crisp &
Cruz, 2009). The CSMS has been found to be provide valid data for samples taken from
both community college and university students (Crisp & Cruz, 2009). The CSMS also
provides a comprehensive way of viewing mentoring in a college setting. Other similar
mentoring research (Kram, 1988; Schockett, Schockett & Haring-Hidore, 1985), has
focused on two primary areas, career and psychosocial, which research has found to be
insufficient for community college students (Crisp, 2009). Permission was obtained from
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Dr. Gloria Crisp via email to use the CSMS in this study. The full set of items is
provided in Appendix C. The responses from the CSMS section comprised the overall
mentoring score and four mentoring subscales to answer research questions 1 and 2 in
this study.
The third major section of the survey instrument sought to measure academic selfefficacy. This section contained 19 items from an abridged academic self-efficacy scale,
the SELF-A, adapted from Zimmerman and Kitsantas (2007). The Self-Efficacy for
Learning Form-Abridged, or SELF-A, is an assessment of students’ beliefs about their
ability to self-regulate (i.e. Self-monitor, self-evaluate) with respect to aspects of their
academic functioning and learning (e.g. reading, testing, note-taking). It was developed
from a larger assessment, the 57-item Self-Efficacy for Learning Form (SELF) as a more
expedient way to determine the role of motivation in a student’s learning process
(Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 2007).

Out of the 19 items, six assess academic self-efficacy

regarding studying, six assess confidence with respect to note-taking skills, and seven
assess confidence in test-preparation skills. These items are ordinal response items,
whereby students rate themselves on a scale of 0-100 (“Definitely Cannot Do It” to
“Definitely Can Do It”) with respect to their ability to complete certain academic tasks.
Examples of statements from this scale include, “When you miss a class, can you find
another student who can explain the lecture notes as clearly as your teacher did?” and
“When you are feeling depressed about a forthcoming test, can you find a way to
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motivate yourself to do well?” Higher scores on the scale reflect higher academic selfefficacy beliefs.
Zimmerman and Kitsantas (2007) established reliability for scores from the
SELF-A with a sample of college students (n = 223) enrolled in an educational
psychology class at a university.

The Cronbach alpha reliability for the SELF-A was

.97, indicating that the SELF-A provided highly scores for measuring academic selfefficacy among college students (Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 2007). A confirmatory factor
analysis confirmed that the single-factor structure model was a good fit. Additionally,
Zimmerman and Kitsantas found that the SELF-A was able to predict scores in areas such
as homework quality and quantity, perceived responsibility for academic outcomes, and
grades in the educational psychology course, from which the sample was taken.
The SELF-A was used in this study over other self-efficacy instruments for a few
reasons. The instrument is scored on a 0-100 scale, which provides sensitivity in
measuring incremental changes in self-efficacy (Bandura, 2006). The items in the SELFA were also all relevant to specific academic self-efficacy of community college students,
compared to other self-efficacy instruments which assess situations not applicable to
community college students, such as dividing space in residence halls, or asking students
to assess items not related to academics (e.g. splitting up chores or getting a date).
Finally, given the relatively large number of mentoring and demographic items necessary
in the survey, the SELF-A provided an efficient manner of collecting the valid data
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without over-taxing the survey respondents. Permission was obtained from Dr. Anastasia
Kitsantas via email to use the SELF-A in this study. The items from this section of the
survey were used to compute the outcome variable for RQ2 and RQ4 of the research
study.
Finally, there were items in the survey that asked students to identify
characteristics about whom they deemed as their mentor(s), if applicable. These items
asked students to identify from a list whom they considered as their mentors, whether that
person(s) is of Hispanic origin, and whether any of those people serve as a faculty or staff
member at the College. The Hispanic origin question asked students to identify how
many of the people identified as fulfilling mentoring roles in their lives (as indicated by
the CSMS responses) were Hispanic. Students selected an option of “None,” “At least
one,” or “All.” This item was used to create the primary predictor variable for answering
research questions 3 and 4 concerning the relationship of mentor ethnicity to academic
success and self-efficacy. Finally, there was an open-ended item that asked students to
comment on any of their mentoring experiences. Results from the open-ended items
were used to support the quantitative findings in chapter 5. The entire 80-item survey
instrument is provided in Appendix C.
The survey was administered using Qualtrics, an electronic survey software. A
copy of the informed consent form constituted the first page of the survey in Qualtrics.
In addition, there were items requesting informed consent for additional activities near
the end of the survey. One asked consent for optional student participation in subsequent
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interviews, which will be discussed in greater detail later in this chapter. Another item
asked students to provide their consent in order to access their records to collect academic
outcomes information from the Student Information System (SIS) about their end of
semester GPA and fall semester retention. Initially, fall semester retention was intended
to be used as another outcome variable in study. Due to challenges with both the selfreported and actual data for this variable, it was omitted as an outcome variable. This is
explained in greater detail later in this chapter. Finally, students could provide their
names and contact information to be entered into the drawing to win the iPad.
The survey was available to students in both English and Spanish. The survey
was translated into Spanish using Google Translate and then reviewed by multiple native
Spanish speakers to verify the translation. The first page of the survey had a button at the
top right that students could select if they wish to view and complete the survey in
Spanish. Unfortunately, Qualtrics did not provide a mechanism to determine how many
students actually selected and completed the survey in the Spanish option, as all results
were compiled in the same data base. Thus, there was no way to ascertain whether
students had completed the Spanish version or the English version of the survey.
A total of 143 surveys were completed. After the survey data were screened and
cleaned, there were 123 completed surveys used in the analyses. According to Green
(1991), when interested in the overall model in a regression analysis, one should aim for
a minimum sample size of N =50 + (8 ×number of predictors). When interested in the
individual predictors, one should aim for a minimum sample size of N = 104 + number of
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predictors. The number of predictors used in this study was four. Therefore, the overall
survey sample met the minimum number of cases required both for assessing the
significance of the model as well as assessing the significance of the predictors.
However, depending on the particular regression carried out for the various questions, the
minimum standard was not always met. Thus, results for those analyses should be
regarded with caution.
Once the survey was closed in Qualtrics, the survey results were saved in an
Excel spreadsheet and then exported to SPSS 23.0 software. The data were screened,
cleaned, analyzed, and saved in SPSS. Further detail about how the data were cleaned is
provided in chapter four.
Academic Outcomes Data
For students who provided the relevant informed consent, additional outcomes
data were collected via the college’s Student Information System (SIS) at the end of the
spring semester and beginning of the following semester through the Office of
Institutional Research at the college. Outcomes data collected via the SIS included end
of spring cumulative GPA and subsequent fall retention for these students. A total of 84
students granted permission for their information to be retrieved. However, there were
challenges with identifying some students with duplicate names in the SIS, as a student
ID number was not collected. Therefore, outcomes data from the SIS were only available
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for 67 students. The information was coded into an Excel spreadsheet and then imported
into SPSS.
The SIS GPA was a student’s end of spring cumulative GPA, measured on a 4.0
scale. It was used as an outcome variable in two distinct ways. It was used precisely as it
was retrieved from the SIS as an outcome variable. Additionally, an ordinal-recoding of
this measure was merged with the self-reported GPA from the survey as another outcome
variable. Separate analyses were conducted with both of these outcome measures.
Retention information also was available through the SIS system. These data
indicated whether a student was enrolled in the college the subsequent fall semester or if
they had graduated. However, these data were insufficient, as they did not take into
account a student’s transfer status. Many community college students transfer to a fouryear institution and some do so prior to obtaining a credential from the community
college. Because data from the National Student Clearinghouse were not used to
ascertain transfer status, the SIS data were deemed insufficient to use as a retention
indicator. Retention information was requested from the student in the survey as a
student’s intent to re-enroll. However, these data were fairly static, as only five students
declared that they did not plan to re-enroll, graduate, or transfer. Thus, these retention
data were not employed in the study.
Qualitative Data
This study was designed as a quantitative study. However, some qualitative data
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were collected to provide supplemental information to support the quantitative
findings. While there were not enough qualitative data collected to merit a mixedmethods methodology, the qualitative data that were collected served to support and
elaborate upon the quantitative findings presented in Chapter 5.

The first source of qualitative data was collected through the 80-item survey. The
survey included an open-ended prompt that asked students to comment upon their
mentoring experiences. Out of the 123 survey responses, 15 students responded to this
open-ended question. These data were used in conjunction with the quantitative data
collected to support the analyses for research questions 1 and 2.
The second source of qualitative data was provided through one hour semistructured interviews. Participants for these interviews were selected through responses
on the survey instrument. Interested students were asked to provide their information and
were contacted by the researcher to set up the interviews. A total of seven interviews
were conducted with these students. Informed consent was obtained from all students to
participate in the interviews as well as to be audio recorded (Appendix D). The
interviews focused on topics such as whether or not students felt they had mentors in
their lives, why they felt mentoring was or was not important, impact of mentoring on
their academic and personal lives, and whether they felt it was important or not to have a
mentor of the same racial/ethnic background. All participants were provided with gift
cards upon completion of the interviews. The interviews were all audio recorded and
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subsequently transcribed by the researcher. Interview participants were given pseudonames to protect their identities. The interviews were later transcribed and used in
conjunction with notes taken during the interviews for analysis in Chapter 5.

Data Analyses
Various quantitative analyses were conducted to analyze the survey and SIS data
in SPSS. Data from the survey were saved in an Excel spreadsheet and then exported to
SPSS 23.0. SPSS was used to conduct all the statistical analyses in the study. Because
multiple outcomes measures were analyzed for some of the research questions, these are
divided into sub-questions which are presented in Table 1. For research questions one
and three, two outcomes were analyzed separately as measures of student success:
official end-of-term GPA from the SIS and a “merged” GPA variable that substituted
self-reported GPA values for missing SIS values.

For example, to answer RQ1a, three

separate OLS (Ordinary Least Squares) multiple regression analyses were conducted
using an overall mentoring score, four mentoring subscale scores, and a formal mentoring
variable. The same analysis was conducted for RQ1b, but using ordinal regression with
the merged GPA instead of the SIS GPA. High School GPA, semesters completed, and
employment status were used as covariates for each model in the study. Detailed
descriptions of each analysis follow the summary table below.
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Table 1
Summary of Research Questions, Variables, and Analyses
Research
Question
RQ1a

Research Question
Summary
Relationship between
mentoring and
academic success

RQ1b

Relationship between
mentoring and
academic success

“Merged GPA” of SIS
and Self-Reported
GPAs

RQ2

Relationship between
mentoring and
academic selfefficacy
Relationship between
mentor ethnicity and
academic success

SELF-A Score

RQ3b

Relationship between
mentor ethnicity and
academic success

RQ4

Relationship between
mentor ethnicity and
academic selfefficacy

RQ3a

Outcome Variable
SIS College GPA

Primary Predictor
Variables
Overall CSMS score
CSMS sub-scale scores
Formal mentoring
program
Overall CSMS score
CSMS sub-scale scores
Formal mentoring
program

Type of
Regression
Analysis
OLS
Multiple
Linear
Regression
Ordinal
Regression

Overall CSMS score
CSMS sub-scale scores
Formal mentoring
program
Mentor ethnicity

OLS
Multiple
Linear
Regression
OLS
Multiple
Linear
Regression

“Merged GPA” of SIS
and Self-Reported
GPAs

Mentor ethnicity

Ordinal
Regression

SELF-A Score

Mentor ethnicity

OLS
Multiple
Linear
Regression

SIS College GPA

To address the first research question, which sought to examine the relationship
between mentoring and academic success, various regression analyses were performed.
First, a composite mentoring score was computed as the mean score across all 25 College
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Student Mentoring Scale (CSMS) items for each student. Descriptive statistics were
computed and reported for each of the CSMS items. Additionally, items were grouped
according to each of the four subscales of the CSMS according to Nora and Crisp (2009)
and descriptive statistics were calculated for each of these four subscales. These four
subscales included (1) Psychological and Emotional Support, (2) Degree and Career
Support, (3) Academic Knowledge Support, and (4) Existence of a Role Model. An
overall mean score was computed for the CSMS and descriptive statistics were reported
for this overall score. Cronbach’s alpha was computed to assess reliability, and data were
screened to check for multicollinearity. A survey item that asked students whether they
were participating in a formal mentoring program was used as a third way to assess the
relationship between mentoring and academic success.
The first set of regression analyses for RQ1 assessed the relationship between
mentoring and SIS GPA. Descriptive statistics were calculated for the SIS GPA,
followed by three Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) multiple linear regression analyses with
three different, primary predictor variables of interest: 1) overall mentoring score 2) four
mentoring subscales and 3) whether the student was participating in a formal mentoring
program. Additional variables included in the model were HS GPA (ordinal variable),
semesters completed at the college (ordinal variable), and employment status (ordinal
variable). These factors have been highlighted in extant research as impacting students’
academic success and self-efficacy (Cohen & Brawer, 2008; Kuh, et. al., 2006; Pike &
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Saupe, 2002) and so they served as the control variables for each of the analyses in the
study.
The second set of regression analyses for RQ1 assessed the relationship between
mentoring and a “merged” GPA. This outcome was employed as a second GPA variable
because the number of students granting consent to use their SIS data resulted in a
relatively small sample for analyses using that outcome. To facilitate this merging of
values, the SIS GPA values were first converted to categorical values that aligned with
the GPA query on the student questionnaire. The GPA query on the student questionnaire
asked student to report their GPA as part of a range of values. Students were asked to
report their GPA as belonging to a particular group (e.g. “A,” “A- to B+,” “B”). The
merged GPA variable yielded a larger sample to use in the analyses. Frequency
distributions were calculated for the merged GPA values, followed by an ordinal
regression analysis to assess the relationship between mentoring and self-reported GPA.
Ordinal regression was also conducted to assess the relationship of the four mentoring
subscales and the formal mentoring variable with self-reported GPA.
The second research question examined the relationship between mentoring and
academic self-efficacy. Academic self-efficacy was measured through the 19 SELF-A
items in the survey. Similar to the CSMS items, a composite score was computed as the
mean item score across the SELF-A items for every participant. Descriptive statistics
were computed for all of the SELF-A items as well. Ordinary Least Squares (OLS)
multiple linear regression was conducted between the overall mentoring score and the
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academic self-efficacy mean scores. Regression analyses were conducted assessing the
relationships between the four mentoring subscales and formal mentoring variable with
the academic self-efficacy score. For all analyses, the three predictor variables, HS GPA,
semesters completed at the college, and employment status, were added to the model as
control variables.
The third and fourth research questions sought to examine the relationship
between mentor ethnicity and student success outcomes. For the third research question,
the same outcome variables that were used in RQ1 were used to measure academic
success for this question: SIS GPA and the “merged” GPA. The primary predictor
variable, mentor ethnicity, was measured using an item from the survey. The survey item
asked students, “How many of the person(s) you selected above [as a mentor] are
Latino/a?” Students could choose between options of “None,” “At least one,” or “All.”
Descriptive statistics were reported for this question, followed by the regression analyses.
For the first regression analysis for RQ3, ordinary least squares (OLS) multiple linear
regression was used to assess the relationship between mentor ethnicity and SIS GPA.
For the second regression analysis for RQ3, ordinal regression was used to measure the
relationship between mentor ethnicity and merged GPA. The same three predictor
variables as the previous analyses, HS GPA, semesters completed at the college, and
employment status, were used as control variables in this analysis. The final research
question sought to examine the relationship between mentor ethnicity and self-efficacy.
Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) multiple linear regression was conducted to assess the
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relationship between each of the three predictors (mentor ethnicity, HS GPA, semesters
completed, employment status) and the academic self-efficacy score.
The qualitative data collected from the survey and interviews were used as a
secondary source to answer the research questions. An open-ended prompt was provided
in the survey that allowed for students to comment on their mentoring experiences. Data
from this question on the survey were combined with the interview transcripts. These
were hand-coded and categorized according to general themes appropriate to each of the
research questions. Ideas and themes generated from the qualitative data were added to
the quantitative data to answer the research questions in chapter 5.
Delimitations
There were several delimitations in the study. Only subjects from a single
community college in the Midwest were recruited for participation in the study. At the
time of the study, over 50% of the students at this college were White, but almost a
quarter identified as being of Hispanic origin.

This may lead to a lack of

generalizability of the findings. Findings may only be generalizable to other like
institutions that contain a sizeable Hispanic population in an environment that is still
majority White.
Another delimitation was that the data were collected cross-sectionally (at one
point in time), rather than longitudinally (over time). Collecting the data at one point in
time fails to account for changes over time in the students’ undergraduate careers.
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Examining the impact of mentoring at various points in Latino students’ college careers
may have provided additional insight into the importance of mentoring relationships at
various stages as well as the impact of various mentors’ influence.
Additionally, all of the survey data were based on self-report. Some students may
not have been completely truthful or answered as carefully or appropriately throughout
the survey, due to the length of the survey.
Summary
This chapter described the research design and methodology of the study. In
addition, the chapter described the study participants, instrumentation, data collection and
data analysis processes. A review of delimitations concluded this chapter.

CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between mentoring and
both academic success and academic self-efficacy among Latino males at a community
college. This study also examined the effect of ethnic homogeneity between mentor and
mentee on these outcomes. Chapter I introduced the purpose of the study and the
demographic characteristics of the Latino population in the United States. Chapter II
reviewed the literature on mentoring, the Latino male community in the United States,
and the challenges of community college students. Chapter III described the research
design of the study. Chapter IV presents the findings from this study.
Research Questions
This study addressed the following research questions:
1.   What is the relationship between mentoring and the academic success of Latino
male students at a community college?
2.   What is the relationship between mentoring and the academic self-efficacy of
Latino male students at a community college?
3.   What is the relationship between the ethnicity of a mentor and the academic
success of Latino male students at a community college?
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4.   What is the relationship between the ethnicity of a mentor and the academic selfefficacy of Latino male students at a community college?
Characteristics of Sample
This chapter presents the findings of the study. Findings were based on analyses
of surveys completed by Latino males enrolled at a community college in the suburbs of
a large Midwestern city. A total of N = 143 surveys were completed by students for the
study. There were 9 students who entered the survey site, but did not respond to any
items at all, so those cases were removed from the analysis. Additionally, 11 students did
not respond to any of the mentoring and self-efficacy items, so these cases were removed
as well. After removing these cases, 123 surveys were deemed viable for analysis.
Additionally, there were some respondents who did not complete any self-efficacy items,
but completed other items. These cases were not used for analyses that involved selfefficacy. The survey was divided into three major sections: demographic items,
mentoring items, and items measuring academic self-efficacy.
Demographics
The survey was distributed to students based on three major criteria: the students
must have been male, Latino, and enrolled at the community college for at least one
semester. There were eleven main items included in the demographic section of the
survey. Table 2 shows the frequency of responses for each of these items. Table 2
indicates that most of the students responded to the demographic items on the survey.
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Out of the eleven demographic items, eight had one student or fewer (0.8%) who chose
not to respond. For two of the items, four students (3.3%) chose not to respond—these
items concerned college grade point average and first-generation status. One of those
four students had no GPA to report, as it was his first semester at college; however, the
other three students with missing GPA data were present at the college for at least two
semesters and perhaps did not feel comfortable providing this information. Similarly,
for the item concerning first-generation status, some students may not have felt
comfortable divulging this information because it was a personal question. Table 2
displays the distribution of responses for the demographic items in the survey.
Table 2
Frequency Distribution of Demographic Items of Survey
Characteristic
Gender
Male
Missing
Total
Race/Ethnicity
Hispanic/Latino
Black/African American
Other
Total
Semesters Completed
None
One
Two
Three
Four
More than four
Total
(continued on following page)

Frequency

Percent

Valid %

122
1
123

99.2%
0.8%
100.0%

100.0%

116
3
4
123

94.3%
2.4%
3.3%
100.0%

94.3%
2.4%
3.3%

10
31
16
26
17
23
123

8.1%
25.2%
13.0%
21.1%
13.8%
18.7%
100.0%

8.1%
25.2%
13.0%
21.1%
13.8%
18.7%
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Table 2 (continued)
Formal Mentoring Program
Yes
No
Missing
Total
HS GPA
C- or lower
C
B- to C+
B
A- to B+
A
Missing
Total
College GPA
C- or lower
C
B- to C+
B
A- to B+
A
N/A
Missing
Total
Employment Status
Full-Time (30+hours/ week)
Part-Time (<30 hours/week)
Not Employed
Total
First Generation
Yes
No
Missing
Total
Tutoring/Writing Center Visits
0 times
(continued on following page)

11
110
2
123

8.9%
89.4%
1.6%
100.0%

9.1%
90.9%

9
13
34
30
29
7
1
123

7.3%
10.6%
27.6%
24.4%
23.6%
5.7%
0.8%
100.0%

7.4%
10.7%
27.9%
24.6%
23.8%
5.7%

4
10
27
23
25
23
7
4
123

3.3%
8.1%
22.0%
18.7%
20.3%
18.7%
5.7%
3.3%
100.0%

3.4%
8.4%
22.7%
19.3%
21.0%
19.3%
5.9%

32
52
39
123

26.0%
42.3%
31.7%
100.0%

26.0%
42.3%
31.7%

48
71
4
123

39.0%
57.7%
3.3%
100.0%

40.3%
59.7%

57

46.3%

46.7%
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Table 2 (continued)
1-3 times
4-6 times
7+ times
Missing
Total
Hours Studying Per Week
0 hours
1-3 hours
4-6 hours
7-10 hours
10+ hours
Missing
Total
Planning to re-enroll
Yes
No b/c graduating
No b/c transferring
No (other)
Total

45
14
6
1
123

36.6%
11.4%
4.9%
0.8%
100.0%

36.9%
11.5%
4.9%

10
40
44
13
15
1
123

8.1%
32.5%
35.8%
10.6%
12.2%
0.8%
100.0%

8.2%
32.8%
36.1%
10.7%
12.3%

95
8
15
5
123

77.2%
6.5%
12.2%
4.1%
100.0%

77.2%
6.5%
12.2%
4.1%

All students identified as male, except for one who did not respond. Concerning
ethnicity, there were three students (2.4%) who identified as “Black/African American.”
The students who chose “Other” ethnicity identified as Hispanic/Latino along with
something else (multi-racial). Because all survey participants were selected to participate
in the survey based on what they selected on their application to the College (all students
had selected Hispanic male on their application), these cases were retained for the
analyses.
Approximately 25% of the students surveyed had completed only one semester at
the college; 19% of students had completed more than four semesters and 34% had
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completed two to three semesters. Fourteen percent completed four semesters. For ten
students (8%), this was their first semester at the college. Eleven students—
approximately 9%—were part of a formal mentoring program at the time of the survey.
When asked about their high school grade-point average, approximately 54%
declared themselves to have been “A/B” students. The remaining students had a high
school grade-point average of “B minus” or lower. Seven percent of students stated that
their high school grade-point average was “C minus or lower.” When asked about their
college grade-point average, some students chose not to respond or selected “N/A.” Out
of the students who responded, over 60% considered themselves to be A/B students.
Three percent of students reported having a college grade-point average that was “C
minus or lower.”
When asked about their current employment status, 68% of students stated that
they were employed in some capacity—26% were employed full-time (30 or more hours
per week), while 42% were employed part-time (less than 30 hours per week). Close to
40% of students surveyed were the first in their immediate family to attend college.
When asked whether they had visited the Tutoring Center or planned to visit the
Tutoring Center, 46% of students had not visited or had no plans to visit the Tutoring
Center at the time the survey was administered. Five percent of students visited the
Tutoring Center seven or more times. Concerning the amount of time spent studying,
the largest percentage (36%) spent 4-6 hours studying per week; 12% spent more than 10
hours studying. When asked about re-enrollment status for the following semester, 77%
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of students said they planned to re-enroll. Another 19% were not planning to enroll
because they planned to graduate or transfer. Only 4% (five students) did not plan to reenroll due to “other" reasons. Some of these “other” reasons included focusing on
earning more money/working and that the decision depended on whether they would pass
their current classes.
Missing values in the respondent characteristics were addressed through hot-deck
imputation. There were some respondents who did not complete any self-efficacy items,
but completed other items. These cases were not used for analyses that involved selfefficacy. There were some students that did not complete a few mentoring items, but
students completed the majority of the mentoring items.
Variables of Interest
Table 3 displays descriptive statistics for the 25 mentoring items from College
Student Mentoring Scale (CSMS) that served as the primary dependent variable in the
study for Research Questions 1 and 2. The items on this scale were rated from a scale of
1 to 5, with 1 being strongly disagree to 5 being strongly agree. Mean values for these
items ranged from a low of 3.34 (“I want to copy their behaviors as they related to
college-going”) to a high of 3.90 (“Expresses confidence in my ability to succeed
academically”).
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Table 3
Descriptive Statistics for College Student Mentoring Scale (CSMS) Items
While in college, I have had someone in
my life who…
I look up to regarding college-related
issues.

n

M

SD

Skewness

123

3.49

1.24

-0.61

Helps me work towards achieving my
academic aspirations.

123

3.59

1.23

-0.62

Helps me realistically examine my
degree or certificate options.

123

3.44

1.28

-0.44

I can talk with openly about social issues
related to being in college.

123

3.59

1.26

-0.72

I admire.

121

3.89

1.18

-0.98

Helps me perform to the best of my
abilities.

122

3.52

1.21

-0.70

Encourages me to consider educational
opportunities beyond my current plans.

122

3.63

1.19

-0.70

I want to copy their behaviors as they
relate to college-going.

122

3.34

1.27

-0.50

Provides ongoing support about the work
I do in my classes.

122

3.42

1.25

-0.50

123

3.54

1.26

-0.61

123

3.35

1.30

-0.45

123

3.67

1.12

-0.82

122

3.50

1.30

-0.49

Gives me emotional support.
Encourages me to talk about problems I
am having in my social life.
Sets a good example about how to relate
to other people.
Helps me consider the sacrifices
associated with my chosen degree.

(continued on following page)
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Table 3 (continued)
Expresses confidence in my ability to
succeed academically.

122

3.90

1.13

-1.27

Serves as a model for how to be
successful in college.

123

3.64

1.20

-0.71

Discusses the implications of my
degree choice.

122

3.38

1.23

-0.40

123

3.72

1.13

-0.95

Encourages me to use him/her as a
sounding board to explore what I want.

123

3.41

1.27

-0.37

Shares personal examples of
difficulties they have had to overcome
to accomplish academic goals.

123

3.59

1.19

-0.78

Helps me carefully examine my degree
or certificate options.

123

3.42

1.29

-0.39

I can talk with openly about personal
issues related to being in college.

122

3.56

1.25

-0.59

Encourages me to discuss problems I
am having with my coursework.

123

3.50

1.20

-0.43

122

3.30

1.27

-0.23

Recognizes my academic
accomplishments.

123

3.85

1.12

-0.98

Provides practical suggestions for
improving my academic performance.

122

3.63

1.23

-0.76

Makes me feel that I belong in college.

Questions my assumptions by guiding
me through a realistic appraisal of my
skills.

Table 4 displays the values for each of the four subscales of the CSMS as well as
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the overall CSMS values. These four subscales include: Psychological and Emotional
Support (8 items); Degree and Career Support (6 items); Academic Subject Knowledge
Support (5 items); Existence of a Role Model (6 items).

Table 4
Descriptive Statistics for College Student Mentoring Scale (CSMS) and Sub-Scales
Nora & Crisp’s Mentoring Construct

n

M

SD

Skewness

Psychological/Emotional Support

123

3.61

0.98

-0.66

Degree and Career Support

123

3.44

1.05

-0.45

Academic Subject Knowledge
Support

123

3.54

1.06

-0.73

Existence of Role Model

123

3.60

0.94

-0.63

Overall Mentoring

123

3.55

0.95

-0.62

At the sample level, the sub-scale with the highest value was Psychological and
Emotional Support, with a value of 3.61. This was closely followed by Existence of a
Role Model with a value of 3.60. The sub-scale with the lowest value was Degree and
Career Support, with a value of 3.44. The overall CSMS mean value was 3.55.
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was used to assess the reliability of scores from the CSMS.
Table 5 provides the obtained values of alpha. The reliability of scores for the mentoring
items, overall, was .97. The reliability of scores for the four mentoring sub-scales ranged
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from .88 to .92. This represented good reliability, as these values exceeded .70 (Kline,
1999).

Table 5
Reliability of Survey Data Scales
Cronbach’s
Scale
College Student Mentoring Scale (composite)

Number
of
Items
25

Alpha
.97

CSMS Psychological/Emotional Support subscale

8

.92

CSMS Degree and Career Support subscale

6

.91

CSMS Academic Subject Knowledge Support subscale

5

.92

CSMS Existence of Role Model subscale

6

.88

Prior to analysis, the four mentoring subscales were assessed for multicollinearity.
Zero-order Pearson correlations computed between each pair of variables (see Table 6)
showed strong correlations (above .80) between pairs of subscales. Correlations above
.80 can indicate excessive multicollinearity (Field, 2013). When tolerance levels were
examined, however, all of the tolerance levels were over 0.1. Tolerance levels below 0.1
indicate a serious issue (Field, 2013). Tolerance levels below 0.2 still indicate a potential
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issue, however. While one of the subscales has a tolerance level of 0.24 and two others
close to 0.2, the Academic Subject Knowledge Support subscale has a tolerance level of
0.14. Furthermore, VIF levels greater than 10 pose a problem (Field, 2013), and while
none of the VIF statistics are higher than 10, the Academic Subject Knowledge Support
subscale has a VIF of over 7, which is higher than the rest. The average VIF value was
calculated to be 5.825. In summary, although the CSMS subscales technically met most
criteria for lack of multicollinearity, there was some concern about this issue.

Table 6
Correlations between Subscales of the College Student Mentoring Scale (CSMS)

Psychological/Emotional
Support
Degree and Career
Support
Academic Subject
Knowledge Support

Degree and
Career
Support
.863***

Academic
Subject
Knowledge
Support
.888***

Existence of
Role Model
.849***

.884***

.837***
.867***

Note. ***p < .001.

Table 7 provides the frequency distribution pertaining to the survey item that
asked students to state whether they were part of a formal mentoring program. This item
was used as an additional way to assess the relationship of mentoring to academic success
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and self-efficacy in the study.

Almost 90% of the sample, 110 students, was not part of

a formal mentoring program at the time of the survey. There were 11 students who were
part of a formal mentoring program. The two missing values for this item were replaced
by hot-deck imputation.

Table 7
Frequency Distribution for Formal Mentoring Program
Are you part of a formal mentoring
program?
Yes
No
Missing
Total

Frequency

Percent

11
110
2
123

8.9%
89.4%
1.6%
100.0%

Valid
Percent
9.1%
90.9%

Table 8 provides the frequency distribution pertaining to the survey item that
asked students to identify how many of their mentors were Hispanic. This item was used
in the study to assess the relationship between mentor ethnicity and academic success and
academic self-efficacy. There were six respondents who did not indicate that they had
any mentor in a previous question (indicated by “None”). Close to half the sample
(48.8%), 60 students, indicated that at least one of their mentors was Hispanic. There
were 44 students who indicated that all their mentors were Hispanic, while 13 students
(10.6%) indicated that none of their mentors were Hispanic.
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Table 8
Frequency Distribution for Mentor Ethnicity
How many mentors Latino/a?
None
At least one
All
N/A
Total

Frequency
13
60
44
6
123

Percent
10.6%
48.8%
35.5%
4.9%
100.0%

Valid Percent
11.1%
51.3%
37.6%

Outcome Variables
Table 9 displays descriptive statistics for the 19 items from the SELF-A that
measured academic self-efficacy, one of the outcome variables in the study. Mean values
ranged from 55.00 to 77.77. At the sample level, the item with the highest mean value
was the item, “When you think you did poorly on a test you just finished, can you go
back to your notes and locate all the information you had forgotten?” The item with the
lowest mean value asked students, “When you miss a class, can you find another student
who can explain the lecture notes as clearly as your teacher did?”
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Table 9
Descriptive Statistics for SELF-A Academic Self-Efficacy Items
Item

n

M

SD

Skewness

When you miss a class, can you find another
student who can explain the lecture notes as
clearly as your teacher did?

114

55.00

31.04

-0.27

When your teacher’s lecture is very complex,
can you write an effective summary of your
original notes before the next class?

113

66.37

26.26

-0.63

When a lecture is especially boring, can you
motivate yourself to keep good notes?

113

66.02

27.37

-0.73

When you had trouble understanding your
instructor’s lecture, can you clarify the
confusion before the next class meeting by
comparing notes with a classmate?

114

62.72

27.40

-0.55

When you have trouble studying your class
notes because they are incomplete or
confusing, can you revise and rewrite them
clearly after every lecture?

113

64.87

27.03

-0.66

When you are taking a course covering a huge
amount of material, can you condense your
notes down to just the essential facts?

112

73.21

24.24

-0.93

When you are trying to understand a new
topic, can you associate new concepts with
old ones sufficiently well to remember them?

110

75.00

22.21

-0.93

(continued on following page)
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Table 9 (continued)
When another student asks you to study
together for a course in which you are
experiencing difficulty, can you be an
effective study partner?

113

72.65

23.03

-0.69

When problems with friends and peers
conflict with schoolwork, can you keep up
with your assignments?

113

74.51

23.11

-0.78

When you feel moody or restless during
studying, can you focus your attention well
enough to finish your assigned work?

112

64.38

28.31

-0.41

When you find yourself getting increasingly
behind in a new course, can you increase
your study time sufficiently to catch up?

111

71.89

22.38

-0.46

When you discover that your homework
assignments for the semester are much
longer than expected, can you change your
other priorities to have enough time for
studying?

113

73.81

21.81

-0.61

When you have trouble recalling an abstract
concept, can you think of a good example
that will help you remember it on a test?

111

72.70

21.61

-0.42

When you have to take a test in a school
subject you dislike, can you find a way to
motivate yourself to earn a good grade?

113

73.54

22.99

-0.83

112

73.75

22.14

-0.82

When you are feeling depressed about a
forthcoming test, can you find a way to
motivate yourself to do well?

(continued on following page)
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Table 9 (continued)
When your last test results were poor, can
you figure out potential questions before the
next test that will improve your score
greatly?

112

73.48

21.92

-0.57

When you are struggling to remember
technical details of a concept for a test, can
you find a way to associate the together that
will ensure recall?

112

71.34

20.99

-0.52

112

77.77

23.16

-1.05

113

76.55

23.63

-1.04

When you think you did poorly on a test you
just finished, can you go back to your notes
and locate all the information you had
forgotten?
When you find that you had to cram at the
last minute for a test, can you begin your
test preparation much earlier so you won’t
need to cram the next time?

Table 10 displays descriptive statistics for the composite academic self-efficacy
score. Academic self-efficacy, as measured through the SELF-A items, had a mean value
of 70.20. A slight negative skew was observed for the distribution of this variable.
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Table 10
Descriptive Statistics for SELF-A Academic Self-Efficacy
Academic Self-Efficacy

n

M

SD

Skewness

Academic Self-Efficacy
Score

114

70.20

17.71

-0.38

Cronbach’s alpha was used to assess the reliability of scores from the 19-item SELF-A.
The reliability of scores for the academic self-efficacy items was .95. This represented
good reliability, as it exceeded .70 (Kline, 1999).
There were two items in the study that described GPA, which served as the
indicators of academic success. One was student GPA collected from the college’s
Student Information System (SIS) for those students who had granted permission to the
researcher to collect this information. The other was a GPA indicator that was derived
by merging the students’ SIS GPA values with the self-reported values from the survey.
This was employed as a second GPA variable because the number of students granting
permission to use their SIS data resulted in a relatively small sample (n = 67) for analyses
using that outcome. To facilitate this merging of values, the SIS GPA values were first
converted to categorical values that aligned with the GPA query on the student
questionnaire.
Table 11 and Figure 1 display descriptive statistics and frequency distribution
information for the SIS GPA collected from the subset of the students in the sample who
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provided permission to gather their information from the student information system.
Additionally, there were some students who enrolled solely in courses in which they
earned a “Pass” or “Fail” grade, so these students did not have a GPA to report. There
were 67 students for whom SIS GPA was collected. The mean value for SIS GPA was
3.00. The histogram in Figure 1 depicts a slightly negatively skewed distribution of
GPAs.

Table 11
Descriptive Statistics for Student Information System (SIS) Grade-Point Average

SIS GPA

n

M

SD

Skewness

67

3.00

0.68

-0.56

Figure 1. Histogram of grade-point average using data obtained from Student Information
System.
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Table 12 shows a frequency distribution table for the second GPA, the “merged”
GPA resulting from the merging of the SIS and self-reported GPA data. There were 115
cases for the “merged” GPA. Slightly less than 60% of students were categorized as A/B
students (including “A,” “A- to B+,” and “B”). Approximately 18% of students fell in the
category of “B- to C+” students. Five percent of students had a college grade-point
average that was “C minus or lower.” There were eight students who either did not
respond to this item on the survey and/or did not grant permission for the researcher to
extract this information from the student information system.

Table 12
Frequency Distribution for Merged GPA
College GPA
A
A-  to B+
B
B-   to C+
C
C-   or lower
Missing
Total

Frequency
15
25
31
22
16
6
8
123

Percent
12.2%
20.3%
25.2%
17.9%
13.0%
4.9%
6.5%
100.0%

Valid %
13.0%
21.7%
27.0%
19.1%
13.9%
5.2%
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Findings Pertaining to Research Questions
Research Question #1: Relationship between Mentoring and Academic Success
Ordinary least-squares (OLS) and ordinal regression analyses were conducted to
assess the relationship between mentoring and academic success. As outlined earlier, the
outcome variables for these analyses were SIS GPA and Merged GPA. For these
outcome variables, regression analyses were conducted using as predictors a selected set
of respondent characteristics (HS GPA, semesters completed, and employment status),
and: either (1) the overall mentoring score, (2) the set of four mentoring sub-scale scores,
or (3) whether students were enrolled in a formal mentoring program. The overall score
was used as a predictor due to the unidimensionality and multicollinearity issues with the
four mentoring sub-scales outlined earlier.
To examine the effects of the predictors on the first academic success outcome,
SIS GPA, OLS multiple regression analyses were conducted, with SIS GPA as the
dependent variable and overall mentoring score as the primary predictor variable. There
were 67 cases used in this analysis. Assuming moderate effect of mentoring (Partial R2 =
.15), the power of the test for this effect was .94. Table 13 displays the results of the
multiple regression analysis of SIS GPA on the overall mentoring score, controlling for
the other variables in the model.
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Table 13
Multiple Linear Regression of SIS GPA on Overall Mentoring and Covariates
Variable

B

Std. Error

(Constant)

2.620**

0.421

HS GPA
Semesters Completed
Employment Status
Mentoring (overall
score)

0.053
0.073
-0.256*
0.059

0.059
0.051
0.125
0.078

β
.116
.178
-.268
.098

t

p

6.230

<.001

0.897
1.450
-2.042
0.766

.373
.152
.045
.447

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

The results of the regression showed that the complete set of predictors explained
11% of the variability in SIS GPA (R2 = .109), which was not statistically significant [F
(4, 66) = 1.90, p = .122]. Overall mentoring was not found to be a significant predictor of
SIS GPA (B = 0.059, p = .447). Among the individual predictors, employment status (B
= -0.26, p = .045), was found to be a significant predictor of SIS GPA. Specifically,
students who were employed more hours per earned lower end-of-term GPAs. However,
this effect should be viewed with caution given the overall non-significance of the
regression model.
Figure 2 shows a histogram of the model residuals for the regression, which
displayed a normal distribution. Examination of a scatterplot of the model residuals on
the predicted values (Figure 3), however, depicted non-constant variance.
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Figure 2. Histogram of residuals for regression of SIS GPA on overall mentoring and
covariates.

Figure 3. Scatterplot of residuals versus predicted values for regression of SIS GPA on
overall mentoring and covariates.
Because potential heterogeneity of residuals was evident for the OLS regression
analysis, the analysis was repeated using ordinal regression. The SIS GPA values were
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converted into ordinal grade categories for this regression. Results from the ordinal
regression were similar to the OLS regression. The omnibus chi-square statistic was not
significant, 𝜒 " 4 = 4.98, 𝑝 = .289. This revealed that, when the predictors were added
to the model, the accuracy of the model was not improved significantly over the baseline
model. Table 14 displays the results from the ordinal regression of the categorized SIS
GPA on the overall mentoring score, controlling for the other variables in the model.
Table 14 shows the regression coefficient (B), Wald chi-square statistic, and significance
level for each of the variables entered into the regression analysis.

Table 14
Ordinal Regression Analysis of SIS GPA on Overall Mentoring and Covariates
Parameter
Threshold [GPA=1]
[GPA=2]
[GPA=3]
[GPA=4]
[GPA=5]
HS GPA
Semesters completed
Employment status
Mentoring (overall
score)

B
-1.99
-0.26
0.37
1.81
3.04
0.17
0.13
-0.56

Std. Error
1.30
1.22
1.23
1.25
1.27
0.17
0.13
0.34

Wald Chi-Square
2.35
0.05
0.09
2.11
5.70
1.01
0.91
2.62

df
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

p
.125
.829
.767
.146
.017
.315
.340
.106

0.20

0.22

0.85

1

.356

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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Similar to the OLS regression, overall mentoring was not found to be a significant
predictor of SIS GPA (B = 0.20, p = .356) in this analysis. However, in this model
employment status was no longer a significant predictor (B = -0.56, p = .106). Results
from this regression did not discern any other significant predictors.
Multiple regression was also carried out using the four mentoring subscales as
predictors, along with the control variables used in the prior analysis. Assuming
moderate effect of the mentoring subscale scores (Partial R2 = .15), the power of the test
for these effects was .87. When this regression was carried out, results showed that the
full set of predictors predicted 14% (R2 = .142) of the variability in SIS GPA, but this was
not statistically significant [F (7, 59) = 1.39, p = .226]. Additionally, the combined set of
mentoring scales did not add significantly to the model containing the covariates alone [F
(4, 59) = 0.71, p = .589].

Table 15 displays the results of the multiple regression

analysis of SIS GPA on the four subscales, controlling for the other variables in the
model.
The four subscales were not found to be significant predictors of GPA in this
model (B = -0.143, B = -0.137, B = -0.001, B = 0.314, p = .161, p = .430, p = .535, p =
.995). Semesters completed (B = 0.91, p = .098) and employment status (B = -0.25, p =
.054) were found to be marginally significant predictors of SIS GPA in this model.
Students who completed more semesters earned higher end-of-term GPAs, while students
who were employed more hours per week earned lower end-of-term GPAs. However, as
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the full regression model did not significantly predict the outcome, these marginally
significant effects should be viewed with caution.

Table 15
Multiple Linear Regression of SIS GPA on Four Mentoring Subscales and Covariates
Variable

B

Std. Error

(Constant)

2.668

0.449

HS GPA
Semesters Completed
Employment Status
Psych/Emotional Support
Degree/Career Support
Academic Knowledge Support
Existence of Role Model

0.050
0.091
-0.249
-0.143
-0.137
0.314
-0.001

0.060
0.054
0.127
0.229
0.172
0.221
0.209

β
.109
.220
-.261
-.237
-.244
.577
-.002

t

p

5.937

<.001

0.827
1.679
-1.967
-0.625
-0.794
1.420
-0.007

.411
.098
.054
.535
.430
.161
.995

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

Figure 4 shows a histogram of the model residuals for this regression, which
displayed a normal distribution. A plot of the model residuals against the predicted values
(Figure 5), however, depicted non-constant variance.

113

Figure 4. Histogram of residuals for regression of SIS GPA on the four mentoring
subscales and covariates.

Figure 5. Scatterplot of residuals versus predicted values for regression of SIS GPA on
four mentoring subscales.
Because the assumption of homoscedasticity of residuals for the OLS regression
was in question, the analysis was repeated using ordinal regression. As with the
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previous analysis with the overall mentoring score, the SIS GPA values were converted
into categories for this regression. A chi-square difference test indicated that, when
controlling for these covariates, the combined set of mentoring subscale scores did not
significantly predict self-reported GPA [Δ𝜒 " 4 = 2.30, 𝑝 = 	
   .681]. Table 16 shows the
regression coefficient (B), Wald chi-square statistic, and significance level for each of the
variables entered into the regression analysis. Similar to the OLS regression, the four
mentoring subscales were not found to be significant predictors of SIS GPA (B = -0.43, B
= -0.09, B = -0.01, B = 0.68, p = .296, p = .403, p = .891, p = .992). There were no
significant predictors discerned from this model.

Table 16
Ordinal Regression Analysis of SIS GPA on Four Mentoring Subscales and Other
Respondent Characteristics
Parameter
Threshold

[GPA=1]
[GPA=2]
[GPA=3]
[GPA=4]
[GPA=5]

HS GPA
Semesters completed
Employment status
Psych/Emotional Support

(continued on following page)

B

Std. Error

Wald Chi-Square

df

p

1.97
-0.23
0.41
1.89
3.13
0.17
0.18
-0.55
-0.09

1.41
1.34
1.35
1.37
1.39
0.17
0.15
0.34
0.66

1.93
0.03
0.09
1.91
5.05
0.95
1.52
2.54
0.02

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

.165
.866
.760
.167
.025
.329
.218
.111
.891
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Table 16 (continued)

Degree/Career Support
Academic Knowledge
Support
Existence of Role Model

-0.43

0.51

0.70

1

.403

0.68

0.65

1.09

1

.296

-0.01

0.60

0.00

1

.992

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

The final linear regression analysis for this question examined the relationship
between formal mentoring and SIS GPA. Assuming moderate effect of mentoring
(Partial R2 = .15), the power of the test for this effect was .94. Results for this regression
showed that the complete set of predictors explained 16% of the variability in SIS GPA
(R2=.164), which was statistically significant [F(4, 66) = 3.04, p = .024].

Table 17
Multiple Linear Regression of SIS GPA on Formal Mentoring and Covariates
Variable
(Constant)
HS GPA
Semesters Completed
Employment Status
Formal mentoring

B

Std. Error

2.810

0.284

0.047
0.076
-0.273*
0.722*

0.056
0.049
0.120
0.333

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

β
.103
.183
-.286
.255

t

p

9.883

<.001

0.842
1.544
-2.271
2.168

.403
.128
.027
.034
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Formal mentoring was found to be a significant predictor of SIS GPA (B = 0.72, p
= .034). Specifically, students who were in a formal mentoring program earned higher
GPAs than students who were not in a formal mentoring program. Among the other
predictors, employment status (B = -0.27, p = .027), was also found to be a significant,
negative predictor. Thus, students who were employed more hours per week earned lower
end-of-term GPAs.
Figure 6 shows a histogram of the model residuals for the regression carried out
using formal mentoring as the primary predictor, along with the control variables. The
histogram displayed a normal distribution of residuals. Examination of model residuals,
however, again suggested the possibility of non-constant variance, as shown in Figure 7.

Figure 6. Histogram of residuals for regression of SIS GPA on formal mentoring and
covariates.
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Figure 7. Scatterplot of residuals versus predicted values for regression of SIS GPA on
four mentoring subscales and covariates.

Ordinal regression was again carried out as a follow-up analysis, due to concerns
about non-constant residual variance. Results indicated an omnibus chi-square statistic
that was marginally significant, 𝜒 " 4 = 8.09, 𝑝 = .088. This revealed that, when the
predictors were added to the model, the accuracy of the model was improved slightly
over the baseline model. Table 18 displays the results from the ordinal regression of the
categorized SIS GPA on formal mentoring, controlling for the other variables in the
model. Table 18 shows the regression coefficient (B), Wald chi-square statistic, and
significance level for each of the variables in the regression analysis.
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Table 18
Ordinal Regression Analysis of SIS GPA on Formal Mentoring and Covariates
Parameter
Threshold [GPA=1]
[GPA=2]
[GPA=3]
[GPA=4]
[GPA=5]
HS GPA
Semesters completed
Employment status
Formal mentoring

B
-4.48
-2.71
-2.06
-0.56
0.70
0.15
0.16
-0.60
1.81*

Std. Error
1.29
1.18
1.18
1.15
1.15
0.16
0.14
0.34
0.91

Wald Chi-Square
12.12
5.22
3.06
0.24
0.37
0.82
1.42
3.05
3.97

df
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

p
<.001
.022
.080
.628
.541
.366
.233
.081
.046

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

Similar to the OLS regression, formal mentoring was found to be a significant
predictor of SIS GPA (B = 1.81, p = .046). Thus, those students who were in a formal
mentoring program were more likely to earn higher end-of-term GPAs. Employment
status was a marginally significant predictor in this model (B = -0.60, p = .081). Students
who were employed for more hours per week were less likely to earn higher end-of-term
GPAs. No other variables were found to significantly predict GPA in this model.
The next set of regression analyses utilized ordinal regression to examine the
relationship between the predictors and the “merged” GPA variable, an ordinal measure
described earlier. The data for these analyses contained 117 cases. The first analysis
examined the relationship between overall mentoring and the merged GPA outcome. The
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omnibus chi-square statistic was significant, 𝜒 " 4 = 13.25, 𝑝 = .010. This revealed
that, when the predictors were added to the model, the accuracy of the model was
improved significantly over the baseline model. The results from the first regression
analysis examining overall mentoring and merged GPA are presented in Table 19. Table
19 shows the regression coefficient (B), Wald chi-square statistic, and significance level
for each of the variables entered into the regression analysis.

Table 19
Ordinal Regression Analysis of Merged GPA on Overall Mentoring and Covariates
Parameter
Threshold [GPA=1]
[GPA=2]
[GPA=3]
[GPA=4]
[GPA=5]
HS GPA
Semesters completed
Employment status
Mentoring (overall score)

B
Std. Error Wald Chi-Square
-1.08
1.03
1.10
0.49
0.98
0.25
1.55
0.99
2.47
2.75
1.01
7.40
4.06
1.05
14.95
0.33**
0.13
6.73
0.24*
0.11
4.92
-0.46
0.24
3.79
0.16
0.18
0.77

df
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

p
.294
.620
.116
.007
<.001
.009
.027
.052
.382

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

As can be seen, the overall mentoring score did not have a significant relationship
with the merged college GPA outcome (B = 0.16, p = .382). Among the other variables
in the model, two were significant predictors of the GPA. These included HS GPA (B =
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0.33, p = .009) and semesters completed (B = 0.24, p = .027). Specifically, those who
reported higher HS GPAs were more likely to have a higher college GPAs than those
who reported lower HS GPAs and those who had completed more semesters were likely
to have a higher college GPA than those who had completed fewer semesters.
Employment status had a marginally significant, negative correlation with the merged
GPA (B = - 0.46, p = .052). Students who were employed more hours per week were less
likely to earn higher end-of-term GPAs.
The second ordinal regression analysis was conducted using the same predictors,
but used the four mentoring sub-scales in combination with the set of covariates
mentioned previously. A chi-square difference test indicated that, when controlling for
these covariates, the combined set of mentoring subscale scores did not significantly
predict self-reported GPA [Δ𝜒 " 4 = 4.46, 𝑝 = 	
   .347]. Table 20 provides the parameter
estimates and associated significance values for each predictor in the model.

Table 20
Ordinal Regression Analysis of Merged GPA on Four Mentoring Subscales and
Other Respondent Characteristics
Parameter
Threshold

[GPA=1]
[GPA=2]
[GPA=3]

(continued on following page)

B

Std. Error

Wald Chi-Square

df

p

-1.14
0.43
1.51

1.06
1.02
1.02

1.15
0.18
2.17

1
1
1

.283
.672
.141
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Table 20 (continued)
[GPA=4]
[GPA=5]

2.75
4.09
HS GPA
0.32*
Semesters completed
0.29*
Employment status
-0.48*
Psych/Emotional Support 0.22
Degree/Career Support
-0.48
Academic Knowledge
0.72
Support
Existence of Role Model -0.34

1.05
1.09
0.13
0.11
0.24
0.42
0.40

6.83
14.09
6.19
6.57
4.13
0.27
1.45

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

.009
<.001
.013
.010
.042
.603
.229

0.44

2.64

1

.104

0.39

0.75

1

.387

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
The four mentoring subscales did not have a significant relationship with the
merged GPA outcome (B = -0.48, p = .229; B = -0.34, p = .387; B = 0.22, p = .603; and B
= 0.72, p =.104, for Degree/Career Support, Existence of Role Model,
Psychological/Emotional Support, and Academic Knowledge Support, respectively).
Among the other variables in the model, HS GPA (B = 0.32, p = .013), semesters
completed (B = 0.29, p = .010) and employment status (B = -0.48, p = .042) were
significant predictors of the merged GPA.
The third ordinal regression analysis was conducted using the same predictors, but
used formal mentoring in combination with the set of covariates mentioned previously.
The omnibus chi-square statistic was significant, 𝜒 " 4 = 13.23, 𝑝 = .010, indicating
that, when the predictors were added to the model, the accuracy of the model was

122
improved significantly over the baseline model. The results from the regression analysis
looking at formal mentoring and merged GPA are presented in Table 21. Table 21 shows
the regression coefficient (B), Wald chi-square statistic, and significance level for each of
the variables entered into the regression analysis.

Table 21
Ordinal Regression Analysis of Merged GPA on Formal Mentoring and Covariates
Parameter
Threshold [GPA=1]
[GPA=2]
[GPA=3]
[GPA=4]
[GPA=5]
HS GPA
Semesters
completed
Employment status
Formal mentoring

B Std. Error Wald Chi-Square
-2.15
0.85
6.38
-0.57
0.79
0.53
.486
0.79
0.38
1.69
0.80
4.49
3.00
0.83
13.17
0.31*
0.12
6.35

df
1
1
1
1
1
1

P
.012
.467
.537
.034
<.001
.012

0.23*

0.11

4.72

1 .030

-0.43
0.49

0.23
0.57

3.41
0.75

1 .065
1 .387

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

As can be seen, formal mentoring did not have a significant relationship with selfreported college GPA (B = 0.49, p = .387). Among the other variables in the model, two
were significant predictors of the GPA. These included HS GPA (B = 0.31, p = .012) and
semesters completed (B = 0.23, p =.030). Specifically, those who reported higher HS
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GPAs were more likely to have a higher GPA than those who reported lower HS GPAs
and those who had completed more semesters were likely to have a higher GPA than
those who had completed fewer semesters. Employment status had a marginally
significant, negative correlation with the GPA (B = - 0.43, p = .065). Students who were
employed more hours per week were less likely to earn higher end-of-term GPAs.
Research Question #2: Relationship between Mentoring and
Academic Self-Efficacy
Multiple linear regression analyses were conducted to examine the relationship
between mentoring and academic self-efficacy. Using the academic self-efficacy overall
score as the outcome variable, regression analyses were conducted similar to the analysis
done for research question 1 using (1) the overall mentoring score; (2) the set of four
mentoring sub-scale scores, and (3) the formal mentoring variable. For these analyses,
three respondent characteristics served as control variables: HS GPA, semesters
completed, and employment status. A total of 114 cases were used as part of this
analyses. Assuming moderate effect of mentoring (Partial R2 = .15), the power of the test
for this effect was .98. There were nine students who did not respond to any of the selfefficacy items, and these cases were excluded from these analyses.
Table 22 displays the results of the multiple regression analysis of academic selfefficacy on overall mentoring score, controlling for the other variables in the model. The
results of the regression showed that the complete set of predictors explained 5% of the
variability in academic self-efficacy (R2=.054), which was not statistically significant
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[F(4, 109) = 3.08, p = .192]. The overall mentoring score did significantly predict
academic self-efficacy (B = 0.374, p = .034). Those students who had a higher mentoring
score, that is, reported higher functions of mentorship in their lives, were more likely to
report greater academic self-efficacy than those students with a lower mentoring score.
However, this result should be viewed cautiously, as the overall model was not
statistically significant. Figure 8 shows a histogram of the model residuals. The
histogram displayed a normal distribution of residuals. Examination of model residuals
showed no substantial departure from homoscedasticity, as shown in Figure 9.

Figure 8. Histogram of residual analysis for regression of academic self-efficacy on
overall mentoring and covariates.
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Figure 9. Scatterplot of residuals versus predicted values for regression of academic selfefficacy on overall mentoring.

Table 22
Multiple Linear Regression of Academic Self-Efficacy on Overall
Mentoring and Covariates
Variable
(Constant)
HS GPA
Semesters Completed
Employment Status
Mentoring (overall score)

B

Std. Error

5.194
0.164
0.023
-0.176
0.374*

0.914
0.119
0.105
0.226
0.174

β

t

p

5.682 <.001
.132 1.376 .172
.021 0.218 .828
-.076 -0.782 .436
.206 2.147 .034

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

For the second regression analysis, the four mentoring subscales were used as the
primary predictor variables to predict academic self-efficacy, the dependent variable. As
in the previous analyses, the same respondent characteristics served as control variables.
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Assuming moderate effect of mentoring (Partial R2 = .15), the power of the test for this
effect was .93.
Table 23 displays the results of the multiple regression analysis of academic selfefficacy on the four mentoring subscales, controlling for the other predictors in the
model. These results using the four subscales as predictors showed that the complete set
of predictors explained 9% of the variability in academic self-efficacy (R2 = .092), which
was not statistically significant [F(7, 106) = 1.53, p = .166]. The combined set of
mentoring scales did not add significantly to the model [F(4, 106) = 2.26, p = .067].
Thus, after controlling for the effects of the respondent characteristics, the set of four
mentoring subscales combined did not significantly predict academic self-efficacy. The
Academic Knowledge Support was a marginally significant predictor of academic selfefficacy (B = 0.713, p = .094). Thus, those students who experienced higher functions of
mentorship in the Academic Knowledge Support arena reported higher self-efficacy.
None of the other remaining predictors were significant in this model.
Examination of histogram of residuals (Figure 10) did not show substantial skewness.
Examination of model residuals showed showed no substantial departure from
homoscedasticity (Figure 11).
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Table 23
Multiple Linear Regression of Academic Self-Efficacy on Four Mentoring
Subscales and Covariates
Variable
(Constant)
HS GPA
Semesters Completed
Employment Status
Psych/Emotional Support
Degree/Career Support
Academic Knowledge
Support
Existence of Role Model

B

Std. Error

β

t

p

5.728
0.140
0.031
-0.241
-0.236
0.303
0.713

0.948
0.119
0.107
0.227
0.404
0.367
0.421

6.044 <.001
.113 1.179 .241
.029 0.295 .769
-.104 -1.065 .289
-.133 -0.585 .560
.183 0.826 .410
.438 1.692 .094

-0.496

0.386

-.273 -1.284

.202

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

Figure 10. Histogram of residual analysis for regression of academic self-efficacy on four
mentoring subscales and covariates.
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Figure 11. Scatterplot of residuals versus predicted values for regression of academic
self-efficacy on four mentoring subscales.

Finally, the formal mentoring indicator was used as the primary predictor variable
to predict academic self-efficacy, the dependent variable. As in the previous analyses,
the same respondent characteristics served as control variables. Table 24 displays the
results of the multiple regression analysis of academic self-efficacy on overall mentoring
score, controlling for the other variables in the model. Assuming moderate effect of
mentoring (Partial R2 = .15), the power of the test for this effect was .98. The results of
the regression showed that the complete set of predictors explained 2% of the variability
in academic self-efficacy (R2 = .016), which was not statistically significant [F(4, 109) =
3.20, p = .770]. Formal mentoring did not significantly predict academic self-efficacy in
this model (B = -0.306, p = .609). The remaining predictors did not significantly predict
academic self-efficacy in this model. The residuals were normally distributed, as
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displayed in Figure 12. When checking for homoscedasticity, examination of model
residuals showed constant variance, as shown in Figure 13.

Table 24
Multiple Linear Regression of Academic Self-Efficacy on Formal
Mentoring and Covariates.
Variable
(Constant)
HS GPA
Semesters Completed
Employment Status
Formal mentoring

B

Std. Error

6.704
0.120
-0.003
-0.100
-0.306

0.614
0.120
0.106
0.228
0.596

β

t

p

10.920 <.001
.097 1.000 .320
-.003 -0.027 .979
-.043 -0.438 .662
-.049 -0.514 .609

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

Figure 12. Histogram of residual analysis for regression of academic self-efficacy on
formal mentoring and covariates.
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Figure 13. Scatterplot of residuals versus predicted values for regression of academic
self-efficacy on formal mentoring.

Research Question #3: Relationship between Mentor
Ethnicity and Academic Success
To examine the relationship between mentor ethnicity and academic success,
regression analyses were conducted with three academic outcomes: SIS GPA, merged
GPA, and academic self-efficacy. For the first analysis, ordinary least-squares (OLS)
multiple regression analyses were conducted, with SIS GPA as the dependent variable
and mentor ethnicity as the primary predictor variable. The same respondent
characteristics used previously served as control variables. A total of 64 cases were used
for this analysis. Table 25 displays the results of the multiple regression analysis of SIS
GPA on mentor ethnicity, controlling for the other predictors in the model.
The results of the regression showed that the complete set of predictors explained
20% of the variability in SIS GPA (R2 = .203), which was statistically significant [F(4,
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59) = 1.47, p = .009]. Mentor ethnicity was found to be a significant predictor of SIS
GPA (B = -0.32, p = .016). Specifically, students who had at least one mentor who was
Hispanic showed lower end-of-term GPAs than those whose mentors were not Hispanic.
In other words, a higher number of Hispanic mentors was associated with lower GPA.
No other variables were found to be significantly predictive in this model. As shown in
Figure 14, the residuals were slightly negatively skewed. When checking for
homoscedasticity, examination of model residuals showed relative equality of variance
(Figure 15).

Table 25
Multiple Linear Regression of SIS GPA on Mentor
Ethnicity and Covariates
Variable
(Constant)
HS GPA
Semesters Completed
Employment Status
Mentor Ethnicity

B

Std. Error

3.007

0.305

0.093
0.070
-0.220
-0.315*

0.058
0.049
0.118
0.128

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

β

.198
.170
-.233
-.293

t

p

9.854

<.001

1.600
1.426
-1.867
-2.472

.115
.159
.067
.016
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Figure 14. Histogram of residual analysis for regression of SIS GPA on mentor ethnicity.

Figure 15. Scatterplot of residuals versus predicted values for regression of SIS GPA on
mentor ethnicity.
To assess the relationship between mentor ethnicity and the merged GPA
outcome, ordinal regression analysis was conducted. As in the previous analyses, the
same characteristics served as control variables. There were 109 cases used in this
analysis. The omnibus chi-square statistic was significant, 𝜒 " 4 = 28.84, 𝑝 < .001.
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This indicated that the accuracy of the model was improved significantly over the
baseline model when the predictors were added to the model. Table 26 shows the
regression coefficient (B), Wald chi-square statistic, and significance level for each of the
variables entered into the regression analysis.

Table 26
Ordinal Regression Analysis of Merged GPA on Mentor
Ethnicity and Covariates
Parameter
Threshold

[GPA=1]
[GPA=2]
[GPA=3]
[GPA=4]
[GPA=5]

HS GPA
Semesters completed
Employment status
Mentor Ethnicity

B

Std. Error

Wald Chi-Square

df

p

-2.38
-0.76
0.30
1.64
3.00
0.45**

0.79
0.73
0.72
0.73
0.77
0.14

9.10
1.09
0.17
4.99
15.09
11.01

1
1
1
1
1
1

.003
.296
.678
.026
<.001
.001

0.20

0.11

3.22

1

.073

-0.37
-0.86**

0.24
0.29

2.28
8.98

1
1

.131
.003

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

As can be seen, mentor ethnicity had a significant relationship with merged GPA
(B = -0.86, p = .003). In other words, students who had at least one mentor who was
Hispanic were less likely to earn higher GPAs than students whose mentors were not
Hispanic. HS GPA (B = 0.45, p = .001) was also a significant predictor of merged college
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GPA, in that students who reported higher HS GPAs were more likely to have a higher
end-of-term college GPA.
Research Question #4: Relationship between Mentor Ethnicity and
Academic Self-Efficacy
Multiple linear regression analysis was conducted to answer research question 4
to examine the relationship between mentor ethnicity and academic self-efficacy. Using
the academic self-efficacy mean score as the outcome variable, OLS regression analysis
was conducted using mentor ethnicity as the primary predictor variable. As in the
previous analyses, the same respondent characteristics served as control variables. Table
27 displays the results of the multiple regression analysis of academic self-efficacy on
mentor ethnicity, controlling for the other variables in the model. A total of 109 cases
were used in this analysis.
The results of the regression showed that the complete set of predictors explained
10% of the variability in academic self-efficacy (R2 = .096), which was significant [F(4,
104) = 2.77, p = .031]. Table 27 shows the obtained regression coefficients. Mentor
ethnicity was found to be a significant predictor of academic self-efficacy (B = -0.75, p
=.006). Students who had a mentor who was not Hispanic reported higher levels of
academic self-efficacy when compared to those who had a mentor that was Hispanic. HS
GPA was also found to be a significant predictor of academic self-efficacy (B = 0.26, p
=.038) in that students who reported higher HS GPAs reported higher levels of academic
self-efficacy than those who reported lower HS GPAs. The residuals were approximately
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normally distributed, as displayed in Figure 16. When checking for homoscedasticity,
examination of model residuals showed relatively constant variance (Figure 17).

Table 27
Multiple Linear Regression of Academic Self-Efficacy on Mentor
Ethnicity and Covariates
Variable

B

Std. Error

7.171

0.651

0.261*
-0.026
-0.081
-0.754**

0.124
0.106
0.223
0.270

(Constant)
HS GPA
Semesters Completed
Employment Status
Mentor Ethnicity

β
.209
-.024
-.036
-.284

t

p

11.020

<.001

2.107
-0.241
-0.362
-2.796

.038
.810
.718
.006

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

Figure 16. Histogram of residual analysis for regression of academic self-efficacy on
mentor ethnicity and covariates.
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Figure 17. Scatterplot of residuals versus predicted values for regression of academic
self-efficacy on mentor ethnicity and covariates.
Table 28 presents a summary of the relevant findings discussed in this chapter for
the four research questions.

Table 28
Summary of Findings by Research Question
Research
Question
RQ1a

Research Question
Description
Relationship
between mentoring
and academic
success

(continued on following page)

Outcome
Variable
SIS College
GPA

Predictor Variables
Overall CSMS score
CSMS sub-scale
scores
Formal mentoring
program

Significant
Findings
Formal mentoring
positively predicts
SIS GPA (B =
0.72, p = .034);
model is
significant (p =
.024)
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Table 28 (continued)
RQ1b

Relationship
between mentoring
and academic
success

“Merged”
GPA of SIS
and SelfReported
GPAs

Overall CSMS score
CSMS sub-scale
scores
Formal mentoring
program

No significant
findings for these
analyses

RQ2

Relationship
between mentoring
and academic selfefficacy

SELF-A
Score

Overall CSMS score
CSMS sub-scale
scores
Formal mentoring
program

Overall mentoring
positively predicts
self-efficacy
(B=0.37, p=.034);
model is not
significant
(p=.192);
Academic
Knowledge
Support subscale
positively predicts
self-efficacy
(B=0.71
p=.094); model is
not significant
(p=.166)

RQ3a

Relationship
between mentor
ethnicity and
academic success

SIS
College
GPA

Mentor ethnicity

RQ3b

Relationship
between mentor
ethnicity and
academic success

“Merged”
GPA of
SIS and
SelfReported
GPAs

Mentor ethnicity

Mentor ethnicity
negatively
predicts SIS
GPA (B=-0.32,
p=.016); model
is significant
(p=.009)
Mentor ethnicity
negatively
predicts merged
GPA (B=-0.86,
p=.003); model
is significant
(p<.001)

(continued on following page)
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Table 28 (continued)
RQ4

Relationship
between mentor
ethnicity and
academic selfefficacy

SELF-A
Score

Mentor ethnicity

Mentor ethnicity
negatively
predicts selfefficacy (B=0.75,
p=.006); model
is significant
(p=.031)

Note. Covariates for each model included high school GPA, semesters completed, and
employment status.
Follow-Up Analyses
As a follow-up to the research questions in the study, analyses were done to
examine whether (1) a relationship between mentoring and GPA might be mediated
through hours of study, and (2) whether a relationship between mentoring and selfefficacy might be mediated through hours of study. Although classical approaches to
mediation analysis (e.g., Baron & Kenny, 1986) would necessitate a significant direct
effect of mentoring on each of these outcomes, these effects were not evident in the
present study. However, more recent reflections (e.g., Fritz & MacKinnon, 2007;
MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, & Sheets 2002; MacKinnon, Lockwood, &
Williams, 2004) suggest that this requirement can result in severe power reductions.
Moreover, these authors argue that the requirement for a significant direct effect may not
be necessary in many cases, such as situations in which full mediation may be evident.

139
This study thus assessed the indirect effect of mentoring by first assessing the
relationship between hours of study and mentoring, assessing the relationship between
hours of study and each outcome (GPA and self-efficacy), and finally assessing the
specific indirect effect of mentoring on both GPA and self-efficacy (as mediated through
hours of study). Weighted least-squares regression carried out using Mplus indicated that
scores on the overall mentoring scale significantly predicted hours of study (B = .28, p =
.01). Additionally, hours of study positively predicted SIS GPA (B = .404, p = .028),
merged GPA (B = .163, p = .032), and self-efficacy (B = .234, p < .001). Bootstrapped
95% confidence intervals (using 10000 samples) for the specific indirect effect of overall
mentoring were non-inclusive of zero (indicating statistical significance at alpha = .05)
for the outcomes of the merged GPA (95% CI for B: 0.012, 0.17) and self-efficacy (95%
CI for B: 0.036, 0.353). A marginally significant indirect effect of overall mentoring was
observed for the outcome of SIS GPA (95% CI for B: 0.000, 0.120). These effects
suggest that overall mentoring demonstrated positive indirect effects on the outcomes of
GPA and self-efficacy. That is, increases in mentoring were associated with increases in
hours of study, which were associated with higher GPA and self-efficacy.
Summary
This chapter described quantitative findings of the study. The chapter described
the characteristics of the sample as well as the variables of interest and outcome
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variables. The chapter presented the findings pertaining to each of the four research
questions. A summary of follow-up analyses that were conducted concluded the chapter.

CHAPTER 5
SYNTHESIS OF FINDINGS AND LITERATURE
This chapter synthesizes the quantitative results presented in chapter 4 with the
qualitative data gathered from student interviews and presents them according to the four
research questions of the study. These results are also situated within the relevant literature.
A discussion of the study’s limitations concludes this chapter.

Research Question 1
What is the relationship between mentoring and the academic success of Latino
male students at a community college?
The first research question sought to explore the relationship between mentoring
and academic success, measured by end-of-term GPA, for Latino males at a community
college. Results from the quantitative analyses showed that students who were enrolled
in a formal mentoring program at the time of the study earned higher end-of-term GPAs
(measured by GPA collected from the Student Information System) than students who
were not enrolled in a formal mentoring program, when controlling for high school GPA,
semesters completed, and employment status
The effectiveness of formal mentoring is well-documented in the literature.
Campbell and Campbell (1997, 2007) found a formal faculty/student mentoring program
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to be predictive of academic outcomes such as higher GPA, higher credits earned, higher
retention rates, and lower dropout rates. Thile and Matt (1995) found a faculty/student
mentoring program created specifically for at-risk minority students yielded higher GPAs
and higher retention rates, compared to students who were not mentored. In his
discussion of the Puente Project, a formal mentoring program for first-generation Latino
students in California, Laden (2000) describes the positive effects of the mentoring
program on outcomes such as retention and transfer rates. Campbell (2007) referred to
formal mentoring as a “best practice,” as it is intentional, goals are clearly articulated,
and lends itself better to evaluation and assessment, compared to informal mentoring.
While these studies took place at four-year universities, this study corroborates these
findings to be true at a community college as well.
Several students in this study discussed the benefits of a formal mentoring
program via interviews. While some students mentioned that organic relationships were
ideal, they discussed how it was not always possible to develop these types of
relationships with faculty members and counselors because students had many
commitments relating to work and family, and were not on campus for very long.
Students also discussed how a formal mentoring program in which a person(s) is assigned
as a mentor may be easier because it is not always easy to ask for help. One student,
Sam1, cited, “If you need help, it’s hard to ask for help. Personally speaking, it’s really
hard to ask for help with school, work, life, just in general.” Another student, Cesar,

1

Student names have been modified to protect their identities.
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mentioned, “Academically, I know I need help but I choose not to ask. I can figure it out.
I’d rather fail this test than go to Tutoring – they’re gonna think I’m stupid because I’m
Mexican or because I don’t know English.”
The sentiments conveyed by Sam and Cesar reflect the idea of machismo, which
is discussed in the literature extensively as a part of Hispanic culture. Machismo, or male
pride, refers to characteristics such as assertiveness, power, control, and the desire for
status (Saenz & Bukoski, 2014). In addition to pride, there is also a fear of failing and
appearing “lazy or confused” (Saenz & Bukoski, 2014, p. 102). In a study cited by Saenz
and Bukoski, one administrator described the Latino males in his study, “All the students,
I think that they need, they lack that, they won’t go for help. We have to go and approach
them and make the connection” (2014, p. 102). In this study, another student, Ernesto,
made a similar point in the interviews when discussing machismo within Latino culture:
Yeah there’s a certain type of macho like I’m a “Man’s Man” I don’t need
directions on where to go, I know where to go. It’s a man’s stereotype, I think that
plays into it [not asking for help] a little.
Thus, the combination of pride and fear often inhibits behaviors that would allow Latino
students to seek help when they need it. When there is someone in place who is formally
serving in a role of a mentor, that is forcing the student to meet with someone on a
regular basis and receive the support and resources they need to be more successful,
especially if the student is unlikely to approach someone on their own. As the literature
shows, students attending a community college, especially those who are first-generation,
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may not even be aware of the types of resources in existence that can help them, or where
to go to receive that assistance or support.
The overall CSMS mentoring score and four subscale scores as measured by the
CSMS were found not to be predictive of SIS GPA or the “Merged” GPA measures.
There may be a few reasons for this. Smaller than preferable sample sizes may have
affected the lack of significant results in the study. As aforementioned, formal mentoring
has been outlined in the research as a “best practice” and may be especially helpful for
Latino male students who feel inhibited from seeking help due to fear and pride. In their
study examining mentoring and academic achievement of African-American and Latino
students, DeFreitas and Bravo (2012) did not find mentoring to predict academic
achievement. They also attributed this partly to the greater number of first-generation
students in their sample and lack of discernment of formal mentoring. Since only 11
students in the sample were involved in a formal mentoring program at the time of the
study, a greater number of students in formal mentoring may have been necessary to
show a more substantial relationship with GPA outcomes. Additionally, almost 40% of
the sample were first-generation in their families to attend college; research shows that
first-generation students may be more unprepared for college and may need more
assistance in navigating the college environment (A.M. Cohen & Brawer, 2008; Engle,
2007). These students may also need more formal, structured mentoring in order to
positively affect academic achievement.
Another reason why the four mentoring subscales of the CSMS were not shown to
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be significant predictors of academic achievement may have been the high degree of
multicollinearity among the four subscales. In instances where there is a high degree of
correlation, it may be difficult to obtain significant results, as the variables are essentially
“competing” against each other to explain the status. Multicollinearity makes it difficult
to ascertain the individual importance of a predictor and limits the size of the R value
(Field, 2013). When there are smaller samples, especially, none of the effects are strong
enough to control for each other and be seen as significant. As evident in Crisp’s (2009)
validation of the CSMS in which she found a high degree of correlation amongst the four
subscales, these subscales may have been perceived by students as a “single overarching
construct of mentoring” (p. 188).
However, overall mentoring as measured through the CSMS was found to have an
indirect positive relationship with both SIS and merged GPA via a mediator variable,
hours of study. A weighted least-squares regression indicated that the overall mentoring
score significantly predicted hours of study and hours of study positively predicted both
GPA measures. Therefore, higher overall mentoring scores, that is, higher functions of
mentorship that a student experiences, was found to indirectly affect GPA through hours
of study. It is likely that having higher mentoring supports has a positive influence on
outcomes in that, students have someone who is motivating them to spend more hours
studying per week, as well as relaying the importance of studying to students, and the
consequences of not studying. It also shows an important way that mentors can intervene
and provide support for students. Studies show that mentoring relationships between
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students and faculty members improves adjustment to college, study skills, and
motivation (Jacobi, 1991). As one of the students interviewed, Ernesto, stated, “If
someone would have told me freshman year, about college and all these basic cliché
things, study hard, don’t give up, do extra credit work, that would have helped me.”
Generally, the qualitative data that were collected via student interviews support
the idea that there is a positive relationship between mentoring and the academic success
of Latino males at a community college. Academic success was defined more broadly
through these conversations than just GPA measures. There were two primary ways that
students elaborated upon the ways that a mentor helped them academically. One way
was more direct, classroom-relevant advice. This included help with taking tests,
advising on extra credit work, and establishing homework routines. The other type of
assistance provided by a mentor for these students included general college navigation
skills, such as choosing courses, filling out financial aid applications, and making sure
they were aware of college resources. These were all specific examples provided by the
interview subjects of how their mentors have helped them succeed academically. There
were a few indirect ways mentors contributed to the academic success of students as well,
such as assisting with personal issues the students may be experiencing. When asked
how this helped with their academics, one student, Sam, had this to respond:
It’s one less thing I have to preoccupy myself with. If I’m thinking about financial
troubles caused by my parents’ divorce, I’m not spending as much time studying
for my final exams. A mentor could help work through other things so I can focus
on other things like studying.
Similarly, the literature discusses the positive correlation between mentoring,
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generally, and student success, including direct and indirect benefits, such as students’
grade point averages, persistence, credits completed, lower drop-out rates, and comfort
with the university (Bordes & Arredondo, 2005; Campbell & Campbell, 1997, 2007;
Sorrentino, 2007). Thus, the quantitative and qualitative findings from this study
supported a positive relationship between mentoring and students’ academic success.
While overall mentoring and the four subscales, as measured through the CSMS, were
found not to have a significant relationship with GPA via the quantitative analysis,
students who were interviewed expounded on the various benefits of mentoring as it
related to their academic success. Formal mentoring was found to have a positive
relationship on GPA through the quantitative analysis and documented through the
literature as well.
Research Question 2
What is the relationship between mentoring and the academic self-efficacy of
Latino male students at a community college?
The regression analyses conducted in this study showed that overall mentoring, as
measured by the CSMS, positively predict academic self-efficacy, as measured by the
SELF-A. However, the overall model was not significant in this instance, so the results
are to be treated with caution. The overall CSMS mentoring score for the survey
participants was 3.55, which was between the “Neutral” and “Agree” indicators on the
CSMS scale. This showed that on average, students taking the survey related
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experienced a fair amount of mentoring supports in their lives. A score of 70 on the
SELF-A scale corresponded to the “Probably can do it” descriptor. Since the overall
SELF-A score for the sample was 70.02, this indicated that students who participated in
the study reported a fairly high amount of confidence in completing the academic tasks
described in the scale. The results showed that higher levels of mentoring functions in
students’ lives was predictive of higher levels of academic self-efficacy.
Additionally, overall mentoring as measured through the CSMS was found to
have an indirect positive relationship with self-efficacy via a mediator variable, hours of
study. Higher overall mentoring scores was found to have an indirect effect on selfefficacy through hours of study. It seems logical that those students who felt a higher
degree of mentorship were encouraged to study more hours per week, which, in turn,
influenced their academic self-efficacy.
These quantitative findings were reflected strongly in the qualitative data.
Students commented about the positive impact of having a mentor on their selfconfidence to perform a multitude of academic tasks. Some of the specific comments
from students included feeling confident about general academic abilities, confidence in
test-taking abilities, and confidence in forming their path in life---even if it was different
than the “typical” path. One student commented on a specific example of the way a
mentor helped him with confidence in his test-taking approach by describing, “He taught
me things like… if it’s a test and there’s 50 questions and you know 40 of them, focus on
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the ones you know.” None of the students felt that mentorship would not influence
confidence levels in the classroom in some way.
Research by Santos and Reigadas (2002) found that Latinos in a mentoring
program reported higher self-efficacy levels after joining the program than before.
DeFreitas and Bravo (2012) also reported self-efficacy to mediate the relationship
between mentoring and GPA in their study of African-American and Latino college
students. Other comments by students in this research study reflected their unique
situation as community college students who were also first-generation. Several of these
students had started off at a large university and transferred to a community college
because they were feeling too overwhelmed. They mentioned that having a mentor
helped boost their confidence in their abilities and transition to the college setting. One
first-generation student also mentioned that his mentor helped him boost his confidence
to take on more leadership roles at the college.
One of the regression analyses also found the Academic Knowledge Support
subscale to be positively predictive of academic self-efficacy. However, the model was
not statistically significant so the results are to be treated with caution. It stands to reason
that those students who feel strong levels of mentor support with respect to Academic
Knowledge Support would feel confident in their academic self-efficacy. Some of the
CSMS items for which students expressed having mentorship support in the Academic
Knowledge Support subscale included helping students perform to the best of their
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abilities in their classes and encouraging students to discuss problems they are having in
their coursework.
However, there were several comments that reflected that students felt other
mentoring functions to be more important and influential on their self-efficacy than
Academic Knowledge Support. One student, Sal, mentioned his prowess with finding
facts and information on his own and that he did not see a mentor’s primary function as
assisting him with this. As he mentioned:
I can easily find information that is fact-based. I can type in career goals, how to
be an effective business-man and Google spits it out. These are good frameworks
for what can help with that. Information and fact-based isn’t key to being a
mentor. Google or Yahoo can do that for you.
Sal felt that another subscale of the CSMS, the Psychosocial and Emotional Support, was
a more important role for a mentor to fulfill to help him with his confidence. Another
student, Sam, echoed these sentiments, “[I just need] Someone to talk to… I wish I could
just go in the middle of a crowded room and shout that I need someone to talk to and
someone would listen to me.”
Part of the discrepancy between the quantitative and qualitative results relating to
the four mentoring subscales may be attributed to the multicollinearity issues outlined
earlier. With the four subscales so closely linked to each other, seemingly separate
functions are interwoven to present a more complete picture of the functions of a mentor.
While several students outlined specific ways that a mentor has helped them, and also
provided mentorship functions that may not have been important to them, a majority of
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the students presented functions of mentoring that they deemed as important to cross over
into multiple subscales.
However, looking at the summation of the comments, more students discussed the
importance of a mentor as relating to Psychological and Emotional Support subscale
compared to the other subscales. All of the seven students interviewed discussed this
function as being important to them. The area with the least amount of discussion was
the Degree and Career Support. Only one student discussed degree and career support
that their mentor provides. Similarly, at the sample level, the mean score for
Psychological and Emotional Support as measured through the CSMS scale in the survey
was the highest out of all of the subscales (M=3.61) and Degree and Career Support was
the lowest out all of the subscales (M=3.44). Thus, data from the survey and interviews
suggested congruence where students felt the “most” and “least” mentored, as well as
what they considered the be the most important functions of mentoring; however, this did
not lend itself to any predictive power when examining academic self-efficacy via the
quantitative analyses.
Research Question 3
What is the relationship between the ethnicity of a mentor and the academic
success of Latino male students at a community college?
The third research question sought to explore the relationship between mentor
ethnicity and academic success, measured by GPA, for Latino males at a community
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college. Mentor ethnicity was defined by an item on the survey that asked students to
identify whether “None,” “At least one,” or “All” of the mentors were Latino/a. Results
from the analysis showed that students who had mentors that were Latino earned lower
end-of-term GPAs (measured by GPA data collected from the Student Information
System) than students whose mentors were not Latino, when controlling for HS GPA,
semesters completed, and employment status. When examining the second GPA
variable, the “merged GPA,” results from the analysis showed students who had mentors
that were Latino were more likely to earn lower end-of-term GPAs than students whose
mentors were not Latino, when controlling for HS GPA, semesters completed, and
employment status. In these models, homogeneity of a student’s mentors with respect to
being the same racial/ethnic background as the students (i.e. Latino), was more predictive
of earning lower end-of-term GPAs. Thus, if a student’s mentors were “All” Latino, they
earned lower GPAs, compared to someone who had “At least one,” but not all mentors
who were Latino. Students whose mentors were not Latino earned the highest end-ofterm GPAs.
These findings are not consistent with existing research that examines the effect
of racial/ethnic matching between mentor and mentee. While some research has found
racial/ethnic matching in mentoring relationships to be positively correlated with
outcomes like retention, credits completed, and supportiveness (Campbell & Campbell,
2007; Santos & Reigadas, 2002), other research has found it to not be significant
(Campbell & Campbell, 1997). Of note, when Campbell and Campbell (1997) conducted
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their study to examine the effect of racial/ethnic matching in mentoring after one year,
they found no significant differences in cumulative GPA, dropout rate, or credits
completed when mentor and mentee were of the same racial/ethnic background.
However, when they conducted the study longitudinally to examine long-term academic
effects of mentoring and racial/ethnic mentor matching, they found significant
differences for matched mentor/mentees for academic outcomes including enrolling in
more semesters and earning more credits, compared to those who were not “matched.”
While GPA and graduation rates were higher for matched students, these differences
were not statistically significant.
One reason why students who had mentors of the same background earned lower
GPAs may have been related to an aspect of mentoring that discusses social networking.
Social Network Theory (SNT) posits that upward mobility and utilization of resources is
more apparent for those whose social networks are more diverse, compared to those who
have homogenous networks (Zippay, 1995). Naturally, those who have more diverse
networks are capable of receiving more information and access to resources than those
who keep relatively embedded ties within local networks (Garland & Alestalo, 2014).
For minority students, expanding networks may be particularly important for those who
may not have people in their immediate family or social network who can support their
academic endeavors (Alvarez, Blume, Cervantes, & Thomas, 2009). Higgins and Kram
(2001) discuss the developmental network perspective of mentoring and its benefits, as
compared to a traditional dyadic relationship. As they mention, “The less redundant the
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information provided by one’s network, the greater the focal individual’s access to
valuable resources and information” (p. 269).
Students interviewed for this study discussed the importance of having a network
of people serve as mentors in order to fully benefit from mentoring. Six out of the seven
students interviewed cited “network of people to serve as mentors” as being very
important in a mentoring relationship. They felt that this was a more beneficial
mentoring model, compared to peer-to-peer, or faculty-student mentoring relationships.
Students mentioned that people may require various types of mentoring supports in order
to meet most or all of their needs. “You should have different people for different
aspects” one student mentioned and another student mentioned “It’s impossible to expect
one person to do everything.” Additionally, students mentioned that people have
different dispositions and it may require a multitude of people or mentors to understand
how to bring out the best in that person. Similarly, in Pope’s (2002) study of 250
minority students at a university, he found that students of color cited multiple types of
mentoring as important.
While mentoring functions can be provided by a combination of people, versus
one person, in an individual’s life, this may be influenced by factors such as firstgeneration in college, first-generation in the U.S., and language skills. With the sample
in this study being 40% first-generation in college and immigration and language skills
unknown, the combination of these factors may have played a part in the results of
racial/ethnic mentor matching. Indeed, five out of the seven students interviewed
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discussed immigrating to the United States and challenges faced with having parents with
limited English skills and the resources required of them to assist their parents with tasks
such as translating, bills, and groceries. Students who had parents that never attending
college also felt it challenging to receive support or understanding from parents about
how to write an essay for college or apply for financial aid, as they had never done it.
One student mentioned that it was a running joke in his family why he always needed to
ask his mother for her tax information.
Zalaquett and Lopez (2006) also found that Latino students tended to identify
family members as their mentors, and even though these family members were
supportive of their pursuit of higher education, they did not know very much about a
college education and what it entails. Thus, students who only had Latino mentors in the
study may have only had mentors from a particular, confined network who had limited
knowledge of American higher education. This underscores the need to have more
Latinos serving as faculty and staff at community colleges who can serve as resources for
Latino males, especially for those who may be limited in their English-speaking abilities.
Students in the study described the impact of being first-generation in that their
families could only ask limited questions with respect to inquiring about college. Carlos
described his mother, “She would always ask vague questions like ‘Are you doing well in
school?’ She would never know how to ask deeper questions because she hasn’t been
through the American school system and same with my dad.” With these characteristics
being more common at community colleges, there may have been an over-representation
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of students in the sample who were first-generation in the United States or limited
English speakers, thereby influencing the diversity of mentoring supports they received.
Having a wider network of mentoring supports would be beneficial for students who
would need extra support in areas where their more insulated network would perhaps not
have the knowledge or resources.
Students also seemed to be aware of the “intersectionality” of their different
identities and how this impacted their status and academic success. In Critical Race
Theory, intersectionality refers to “the examination of race, sex, class, national origin,
and sexual orientation” and the effects of any given combination of these factors
(Delgado & Stefancic, 2012, p. 57). Looking at identity through multiple lenses offers
one insight into the unique challenges faced by specific groups, or persons, rather than
grouping all “Latinos,” for example, into one category. Additionally, intersecting the
multiple identities of a group allows one to examine the power differential between the
various groups and access to resources that may not be otherwise apparent. Two of the
ways that intersectionality of identities showed the various effects on the distinction of
power in this study were income and language.
Students discussed how they felt income was a major factor in determining success
and access to various networks of people. As Ernesto discussed the intersection between
race and income, “I think those barriers depends on where you live. Like, depends how
much money you have. You can be a really rich Hispanic and it can be really easy or you
can be really poor and it can be really hard.” Other students echoed these sentiments,
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discussing how race was a factor that influenced access to resources, but not as much as
income. Cesar further discussed the implications of race and income:
We’re minorities in college… like they say in the U.S. we’re like a melting pot, or
whatever they want to call it, we’re filled with all these different races… but then
when you go to college, you’re like where did all this go? Like where? Then you
learn about economic redlining and all of that…you learn that the playing field
isn’t really level. I feel like this whole problem is something bigger… We need
more minorities in higher ranking places: corporate, college, and everywhere you
see prestige or rich people.
These comments reflect students’ understanding of how factors out of their control, like
income, affected not only their access to resources but also their views on who
maintained power.
Another way students discussed the impact of intersectionality on their identity was
language skills. Students discussed how growing up in the United States allowed them to
“assimilate” and be “homogenized” with the rest of the population and how had that not
happened, their experiences in school would have been vastly different. Three of the
students mentioned that those who were non-native English speakers would struggle
more with not having access to resources at the college than those who spoke English
fluently. One student, Ernesto, commented that people are judged by how they can speak
English. Another student, Sal, described the effect of his language skills:
I feel like I’ve been treated fairly. Maybe because I was born here, raised here, I
can speak English pretty well… maybe that’s one thing that sort of helped me. I
can speak English very well. Maybe they see me as a Latino kid and they think
I’m in a gang or something, then I talk and they say oh he’s just a normal kid.
These examples of how students felt income and language, coupled with their Latino
male identities, determined preferential treatment or access to resources, were powerful
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statements in assessing how access to those in power may be determined by the
intersectionality of identities.
When asked point blank whether they had a preference for a Latino mentor and
whether having a Latino mentor would make them more successful, responses were
mixed, almost down the middle. Four students responded that they would prefer a Latino
mentor, while three responded that it would not make a difference to them. Some said,
unequivocally, that yes, they would prefer someone Latino male because they would have
a unique understanding of their culture and struggles of growing up the way they did.
Language (i.e. Spanish) also came up as a way they could connect with their mentor.
These students mentioned that they would feel more comfortable approaching a Latino
mentor and connecting with a Latino mentor than someone who was not Latino. Other
students mentioned that it would not make a difference to them whether their mentor was
Latino or not. The main qualities they were seeking was someone they could trust, had
something in common with, and with whom they could develop a relationship. One
student mentioned that what was more important was that the mentor had some
knowledge of his academic major. Sanchez et al. (2014) also found that mentees have a
preference for same race/ethnicity in seeking mentors, but that their outlook and values
were more indicative of a continuing relationship, rather than race/ethnicity. Other
research has shown that having similar interests may be a better indicator of the support
mentees receive from mentors, than demographic similarity (Ensher & Murphy, 1997).
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Some of the students mentioned qualities about their non-Latino mentors that they felt
were important in creating a close bond, such as a White Spanish teacher who was fluent
in the language, or a White coach who spent considerable time abroad in Peru, thus
exposing him to elements of Latin culture.
Finally, in a study conducted by Noe (1988), he examined gender matching in
mentoring and career and psychosocial benefits gained by the protégé in a formal
mentoring relationship. Noe (1988) found in his study that mentors matched with those of
the opposite gender utilized the mentoring relationship more effectively than those who
were matched similarly. Part of his explanation for this finding was that women who
were matched with male mentors felt the need to work harder to “prove themselves” to
upper management as well as mitigate potential negative consequences of cross-gender
relationships at work. A similar phenomenon may have been at play with Latino male
students in this study, in that those who were being mentored by non-Latino mentors felt
a greater need to work harder to impress their mentors. As aforementioned, the
relationship between mentoring and GPA was shown to be mediated through hours of
study. Thus, those students who felt more pressure to prove themselves would have
studied more hours per week, leading to higher GPAs at the end of the semester.
These sentiments were reflected in the student interviews as well. One student,
Carlos, mentioned that being one of the few Latino students made him feel like he should
be an active participant in his classes by raising his hand more and taking on more
leadership roles, so he could represent Latinos in a positive light. As he mentioned:
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You don’t want to make it seem like the minority in the classroom doesn’t want to
do anything and give us a bad rep. It’s underlying but it’s there, have to prove
myself sometimes, so they don’t think any less of me.
Other students echoed similar sentiments about feeling the need to prove themselves in
their classes where they were among the few Latinos. As Cesar pointed out:
Especially if I’m the only Latino in the class – I have to represent, I have the whole
flag behind me. Even though professors don’t say it but I don’t want them to think
– because I’m Mexican. Those thoughts run through my head. I’m gonna look
weak, stupid, disappoint my parents.
While some students discussed these ideas in a negative or stressful way, other students
expressed pride in being the only Latino person and how it helped them take on more
leadership roles and how being different from the mainstream is a source of pride.
Findings for this research question reflect a few major points to explain the
negative correlation between racial/ethnic matching between mentor and mentee and
academic success. A broad and diverse network of mentors was identified through the
qualitative interviews and literature as being important in providing students with a wide
range of resources. For students who had only Latino mentors, especially given that a
high proportion of the sample may have been first generation in the U.S. and/or ESL
students, this network may have not provided them with the proper resources to be
successful in college. The intersectionality of race/ethnicity, language, and income also
plays a role in determining which resources students can access and feel comfortable
utilizing. Being unable to disaggregate more finely at these points make it difficult to
discern precise correlations between mentor ethnicity and GPA. Students who had only
non-Latino mentors may have felt additional pressure to prove themselves as someone
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who is Latino who can be academically successful. Finally, having someone who a
student can relate to, Latino or not, was another quality discerned about a valuable
mentor. It may be that for some students, finding other commonalities (e.g. program
major, language) are more indicative of better outcomes than race/ethnicity.
Additionally, it stands to reason that just because students gravitate towards mentors who
are of the same racial/ethnic background as they are, that does not necessarily mean that
it produces the best outcomes, or that they are more beneficial than cross-race matches.
Research Question 4
What is the relationship between the ethnicity of a mentor and the academic selfefficacy of Latino male students at a community college?
The final research question sought to explore the relationship between mentor
ethnicity and academic self-efficacy for Latino males at a community college. Results
from the quantitative analysis showed that students who had mentors who were Latino
had lower self-efficacy than students whose mentors were not Latino, when controlling
for HS GPA, semesters completed, and employment status.

Thus, if a student’s

mentors were “All” Latino, they reported lower levels of academic self-efficacy
compared to someone who had “At least one,” but not all mentors who were Latino.
Students whose mentors were not Latino reported the highest levels of academic selfefficacy.
Some studies in the literature show that students who were matched on the basis of
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race/ethnicity reported higher levels of self-efficacy. Santos and Reigadas (2002) found
ethnic homogeneity matching in a mentoring program for Latino students to be predictive
of higher levels of self-efficacy, greater satisfaction with the mentoring program, and
more helpful in their personal development. However, in their study, academic selfefficacy was measured by a three-item scale that examined students’ perception of how
likely they felt they would succeed academically at the college and create social ties at
their college. In this study, academic self-efficacy was measured through the SELF-A,
which asked students to assess their ability to regulate specific classroom behaviors.
While some students in their interviews reported that a Latino mentor would help them
feel higher levels of confidence, there may have been a disconnect in reporting
confidence levels, in general, versus confidence in specific academic tasks as measured
by the SELF-A. For example, students mentioned that seeing a Latino in positions of
power helps them visualize themselves also “making it” and feeling a renewed sense of
confidence in themselves. As Ernesto reflected,
Seeing people that look like us in positions of power, higher positions, helps us
realize this is important what I’m doing here. I won’t end up at Factory A, Factory
B. I can be a Dean, I can be a lawyer… it definitely helps seeing people like us in
certain positions.
Additionally, there may also be a disconnect for students to have access to Latino
mentors with the knowledge and resources that could help support them specifically with
those academic tasks that could increase their academic self-efficacy. The types of
academic tasks measured in the SELF-A, such as confidence in test-taking and notetaking, can really only be addressed by someone who has been to college or very familiar
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with a college environment, such as a faculty member. As aforementioned, students
participating in the study may have been a combination of first-generation college
immigrants, thereby restricting their access to the types of resources that could benefit
them in this way. Thus, the Latinos that they did consider as mentors may not have been
able to assist with these specific academic functions. Additionally, while a few of the
students cited having mentors who were Latino, very few of them were Latino faculty or
staff at the college. Most of the students interviewed could only recall seeing a handful
of Latino faculty or staff at the college---the one cited most often was a Latino Spanish
teacher. The results underscore the need to increase Latino faculty and staff in
community colleges, especially, as to grant Latino students access to knowledgeable,
educated, and successful Latinos that could guide them towards developing greater
academic self-efficacy. As one student, Daniel, reflected, “My dad went to a community
college in Mexico. He took a few courses here, in a certificate program. But when it
comes to more details involving aspects of college life, my instructors offer better
advice.” As DeFreitas and Bravo (2012) state, “Strong relationships between faculty and
students are particularly important for ethnic minority students who may not have others
who can guide them through academic life” (p. 9).
The intersection of ethnicity and gender played a significant role in students’
perception of mentoring. Students commented on the unique challenges of being a
Latino male going to college. Some of the challenges were due to machismo, mentioned
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earlier. Another challenge mentioned by students was familial/economic responsibilities
along with school. Students discussed having to be the breadwinners in their families
and one student described his daily schedule as having to wake up at 4am to go to work,
school, then back to work. Being male in the Latino culture also meant having to put
family needs over one’s own. If they needed to write a paper, but a sister needed to run
the store, or mother needed to go to the Laundromat, their needs were put on the
backburner. Due to these unique challenges, students discussed the need to find other
Latino males who “got it” and understood where they were coming from. One student
also mentioned that they were used to seeing more Latinas in positions of power than
Latino males; thus, when they did see a Latino male, it made them feel more confident
about their own future. As Carlos mentioned, “He had his life together, and as an 18year-old Latino kid, it gave me no reason to say I couldn’t do it if he could do it.” These
comments were indicative of a broader definition of self-efficacy and how it was
impacted by seeing other Latino males in positions of authority.
However, again, this was not the sentiment of all students interviewed. While
some students emphasized the relationship between having a Latino mentor and their
self-efficacy, other students reiterated that it really did not make a difference. These
students remarked that they were able to learn from and develop relationships with all
types of people and they did not actively seek out Latinos to serve as mentors. Some
students mentioned the importance of having diverse connections and perspectives to
expand their horizons and learn different traditions. Thus, this underscored the

165
importance of the diverse perspectives present in these students and the necessity of
creating mentor matches on more than just racial/ethnic homogeneity.

Limitations
The lack of qualitative data collected was a limitation of the study. While the
study utilized a quantitative design, limited qualitative data were collected in the form of
student interviews. However, there was not a sufficient sample of qualitative data to
merit a mixed-methods study. A more detailed student narrative would have strengthened
the study and supported the quantitative data to a greater degree. Furthermore, although a
total of 143 surveys were completed by the subjects, only 123 surveys were deemed
viable for analysis after screening and cleaning the data. This limited sample size limits
the scope to which the results can be generalized.
Another limitation of the study was that it only used GPA measures to assess
academic success. Retention information collected in the survey only reflected students’
intent to continue, rather than whether they actually continued with their education.
While retention information was obtained by the researcher from the student information
system, it did not take into account students who may have transferred to another
institution as a measure of success. For many community college students, it is common
to transfer to another community college or a four-year institution, sometimes prior to
having completed any credential at their current institution. While this study accounted
for students returning to the college the following semester as well as those who had
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graduated, it did not utilize any National Student Clearinghouse records to determine
whether any of the students had transferred to another institution. Not using transfer
status as part of the measure of success presents an incomplete picture of “retention.”
Therefore, retention data was deemed to be unusable for this study.
Another limitation was that students’ college IDs were not solicited in the survey
to grant permission for their information to be collected from the Student Information
System (SIS). For students granting permission for their GPA and retention information
to be collected, they were asked to only provide their first and last names. Not having
this information proved to be a challenge to the researcher, who had difficulty correctly
identifying students who had common names, as there were multiple people who had the
same name in the SIS. Therefore, they could not be correctly matched with the student
who had taken the survey and so these pieces of data were not able to be collected for
those students, even though they had granted permission for their information to be
collected.
Summary
This chapter presented a synthesis of the quantitative and qualitative findings by
research question. A review of the limitations concluded this chapter.

CHAPTER 6
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND FUTURE RESEARCH
Summary
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between mentoring,
academic success, and self-efficacy for Latino males at a community college.
Additionally, the study wished to examine the relationship between the ethnicity of the
mentor and academic success and self-efficacy of Latino males at a community college.
Enrollment for Latino students in higher education have been increasing over the past
decade, especially at community colleges. Latino students are much more likely than
their White counterparts to attend community colleges; in 2013, over half of all Latinos
in higher education were enrolled at a community college (American Association of
Community Colleges, 2014). However, Latino students lag behind other groups when it
comes to earning a college credential. Furthermore, Latino males are consistently outperformed by their Latina counterparts when it comes to attaining a college degree.
Although there are many reasons behind this trend and several ways that college
administrators, faculty, and policymakers are addressing the completion gap, this study
examined whether mentoring is positively predictive of success outcomes, including
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GPA and self-efficacy. While past research has shown a positive relationship between
mentoring and college students’ outcomes, these studies have primarily occurred at fouryear institutions. It was the intent of this research to examine the relationship of
mentoring and academic outcomes (GPA and academic self-efficacy) for Latino males at
a community college. Additionally, studies that have examined the relationship between
mentor/mentee ethnicity and academic outcomes have been mixed--- while some studies
show a positive relationship, some show no significant difference when the mentor is of
the same racial/ethnic background as the mentee.
Data for the study were collected from a sample of 123 Latino males enrolled at a
community college in the Midwest during the spring 2015 semester. An 80-item survey
was distributed to students that collected data related to mentoring levels, mentor
ethnicity, GPA, and academic self-efficacy beliefs. Mentoring levels were measured via
the College Student Mentoring Scale (CSMS), while academic self-efficacy beliefs were
measured using the SELF-A inventory, both of which were adapted for the 80-item
survey. The CSMS measured mentoring with respect to four mentoring subscales:
Psychological and Emotional Support, Academic Subject Knowledge Support, Degree
and Career Support, and Existence of a Role Model. The SELF-A measured the ability
to self-regulate learning with respect to various academic tasks. Also included in the
survey were several demographic items, including past and present GPA, employment
status, and number of semesters completed at the college.
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Data were also collected via the Student Information System (SIS) at the college.
Students taking the survey had the option of granting permission to the researcher to
collect their official end-of-spring GPA to use in the analyses. Regression analyses were
conducted with the various data collected through the survey and SIS data. Additionally,
qualitative data were collected via semi-structured interviews with seven students. These
qualitative data were added to the discussion in chapter 5. The use of both quantitative
and qualitative data allowed for a more comprehensive picture of the relationship of
mentoring and academic success and self-efficacy and the relationship of mentor
ethnicity to academic success and self-efficacy for Latino males at a community college.
The previous chapters included an introduction to the study, literature review, and
description of the quantitative methodology. Findings were provided from the statistical
analyses performed on data collected from surveys and the student information system.
The quantitative findings were synthesized with the qualitative data and relevant
literature in chapter five. This final chapter provides a discussion of the study, as well as
implications for practice and recommendations for future research.
Discussion
Mentoring for Latino Students
While the extant higher education research focused on mentoring is ambiguous
with respect to defining the roles and functions of a mentor, this study served to shed
some light on the ways Latino males at a community college define mentors and the
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benefits of mentoring in their lives. The quantitative analyses yielded data to show the
positive relationship between mentoring and academic success, while the qualitative data
provided student voices to sometimes support, and sometimes contradict, existing
mentoring literature that attempt to define and shed light on the idea of mentoring for
minority populations. The themes that emerged from the data support the notion of
mentoring as an effective practice to improve outcomes for Latino males at community
colleges.
Researchers and practitioners agree that there are innumerable benefits of
mentoring and this study does not counter that fact. While formal mentoring was
highlighted in this study as being effective, mentoring, overall, is an effective practice for
Latino students at a community college for several reasons. As findings from this study
showed, mentors provide students with resources to navigate unfamiliar college terrain,
encourage students to stay engaged in academics, provide students with an outlet to share
their thoughts and feelings, and allow students to develop a connection to someone who
they can look up to and aspire to be like. These functions are highlighted in multiple
studies in higher education literature (Crisp & Cruz, 2009; Jacobi, 1991). Mentors are
largely defined by the roles they perform and the characteristics they embody. In
addition to providing guidance, resources, support, and opportunities, mentoring is a
partnership and can only be developed with someone who is trustworthy and engaging.
As one student from this study, Sal, communicated, “Being sincere is key.”
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Mentoring relationships for Latino males are developed with a variety of people,
including faculty members, family, and friends. As family is so central to the lives of
Latino males, family members more often than not serve as at least one of their mentors,
if not their only source of support and motivation. Results indicate that while students
may receive general motivation and support from parents and close family members, they
often lack specific guidance and advice on the college process. Zalaquett and Lopez
(2006) found in their study that Latino males engaged mostly in informal mentoring
relationships with family members, teachers, and counselors. Similarly, informal
mentoring relationships were more prevalent among the students interviewed for this
study and students remarked that these relationships exist more as “unspoken
agreements” rather than formal contracts. As Cesar remarked, “It’s not necessarily like
you go up to someone and say ‘Hey you’re my mentor’…you don’t really need to label it
as a mentor… that’s kind of weird.” The label of a mentor may be stigmatizing or be
perceived as a weakness, in light of machismo and cultural expectations for Latino males.
Nora and Crisp’s (2007) model is valuable and informative, as it allows students
to select the mentoring functions that they have experienced, rather than asking students
point blank, “Do you have a mentor?” Students may be hesitant to respond in the
affirmative, or not perceive a mentor as fulfilling more expansive roles. For example,
when asked in the interviews whether they had a mentor, some students would hesitate or
respond in the negative. But when asked about the ways they were supported by various
people in their lives, they captured many of the themes and roles prevalent in mentoring
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literature. Findings from this study support the notion of mentoring being defined by the
roles mentors perform, rather than being confined to any particular structure or format.
While the role and functions of a mentor for Latino males continues to be defined, the
importance of engaging in mentoring relationships is clear. One student, Daniel, made a
particularly apt analogy of having a mentor to using a spotter at the gym. He stated that
while Latino men often try to act like they can go through life on their own, it would be
extremely foolish to go to the gym and weight-lift without a spotter. Similarly, it would
be foolish for Latino men to say they do not need a mentor. As he stated, “Everyone
needs some help along the way… otherwise, all that weight’s gonna crush your chest.”
Diversity of Students
Crenshaw (1991) discusses the intersectionality of identity in her example of
creating interventions for battered women at women’s shelters, due to the complexity of
these women’s multilayered identities. When these interventions are designed for
“battered women”, not taking into account other challenges (e.g. poverty, childcare
responsibilities) and oppressive practices (e.g. discriminatory employment and housing
practices) they have faced, there is little chance that these strategies will be successful at
assisting the population in need. Similarly, Solórzano and Bernal (2001) describe Latino
students as living “between and within layers of subordination based on race, gender,
language, immigration status, accent, and phenotype” (p. 335). One study that examined
factors to explain the gap between Hispanic and White completion showed that aside
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from pre-college characteristics, economic disadvantage was the main factor that
contributed to the college completion gap for Hispanic and White students (Flores &
Park, 2014).
If higher education institutions are not aware of the complexities of their
constituents’ identities, their students certainly are. Students understand the intricacy of
identity when it comes to who has the advantage in higher education. As multiple
students in this study communicated, students who have money, who are proficient in
English, and who have family members who have attended higher education are better
equipped to succeed in their classes and matriculate. They are less likely to have to work
multiple jobs to support their educational endeavors, champion their decision to pursue
higher education to family members, and defend their very identities as an asset, and not
a threat, to society. As one student mentioned, once people heard him speak English, they
felt more comfortable being around him and less likely to affiliate him with gang activity.
He stated, unequivocally, that, “People are definitely judged by how they can use
language.”
Access and social justice are at the cornerstone of the community college mission.
With open access comes the diversity of the student population with respect to race,
ethnicity, language, income, objective, age, ability, and ancestry. While community
colleges tout their open-access policies, the inevitable follow-up question is whether their
offerings and interventions are structured to meet the needs of their diverse population.
With respect to mentoring, how are community colleges providing sufficient resources
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for Latino students whose first language may not be English, which may lead them to feel
hesitant in approaching faculty and staff for assistance? Or the gentleman who is in his
50s and immigrated years ago who may not be familiar with the current college culture,
but feels it is beneath his dignity to be “mentored” by someone much younger? There is
also the Latino student who is working multiple jobs to support his family and can only
partake in higher education at limited hours. These Latino male students, as Saenz and
Ponjuan (2009) describe, are part of the “vanishing” higher education population---they
are enrolling in higher education but due to a multitude of factors, drop out before
completing their goals. With more Latinos in prisons than college dormitories (Saenz &
Ponjuan, 2011), the odds are certainly stacked up against Latino males to thrive and
succeed in higher education. The challenges and low completion rates of Latino male
students beg the question, “Social justice for whom?” Community colleges need to be
doing more to provide these students with viable sources of support---access is simply
not enough.
Diversity in Higher Education
When asked about whether they would like to see more Latino faculty and staff at
the campus, students remarked that it would be helpful for them and especially for those
Latino students who were not English-speaking. It was interesting to see students
commenting on not only what would be helpful to them, but look beyond themselves to
comment on other Latino students’ struggles and advocate on their behalf. One student,
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Ernesto, communicated about seeing more Latino faculty and staff, “I would feel like
yea, that’s good that I see someone of my background cuz I see white faces all the time,
everywhere.” Another student communicated a story of a Latino Admissions counselor
he had the opportunity to meet and develop a relationship with at a prior institution and
how that counselor was instrumental in him being able to perceive himself as
accomplishing more than what he set out to do saying, “If he could do it, I could do it.”
This comment, and other similar comments from the study, reflect upon Bandura’s ideas
of developing one’s self-efficacy through vicarious experiences (Bandura, 1997).
However, students in the study who had only Latino mentors had lower academic
outcomes than those whose mentors were not Latino. Contrary to what these results
outwardly portray, this is a more compelling reason to provide Latino students with
access to Latino mentors in the higher education setting. As Latino students are more
likely to look to their family as resources, these mentors may not be equipped with
enough detailed and contextual knowledge of higher education to provide specific advice
and guidance. When asked about how many Latino faculty and staff they had the
opportunity to interact with at the college, or even recalled meeting, students in this study
had difficulty recalling more than one or two. This speaks volumes about the diversity of
higher education personnel not reflecting the diversity of their student body. What does
it mean when the only Latino staff member all the students unilaterally remembered
meeting was the Spanish teacher? At the time of the study, this institution’s study body
was approximately 23% Hispanic---the faculty/staff make-up was far less.
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As Watson (2016) cites, Latinos between the ages of 18 and 44 make up 20
percent of the higher education population, but only 4 percent of the overall professoriate
in the United States. While Latino personnel are not the only ones capable of providing
support for Latino students, they can fill a unique void for many students of having both
the cultural and contextual knowledge to serve as mentors and role models. Students
develop self-efficacy partly through vicarious experiences and social persuasions
(Bandura, 1997) and having access to more Latino staff and faculty would give students
the ability to develop self-efficacy in both ways. One student, Ernesto, commented on
the impact a Latino counselor had on his life and how it inspires him to serve as a mentor
to other Latino students:
I want to be an inspiration to Latino kids growing up where I live. I don’t live in
the ghetto, but I don’t live in a really nice place. A lot of my friends didn’t even
go to college and don’t even plan to go, a lot of them have factory jobs and plan
to go in that route. So I always put out like you can still go to college, you might
mess up in high school but you still have lots of chances in life. You can also
excel.
Recommendations and Implications for Practice
Based on the results of the study, there are several recommendations and
implications for practice to take into consideration.
Formal and Diverse Mentoring Programs
The data gathered in this study support the notion of implementing formal
mentoring programs for Latino males. The quantitative data show a positive correlation
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between students involved in a formal mentoring program and their end-of-term GPAs.
In addition, the qualitative data show that Latino males appreciate having a mentor and
the various academic benefits that a mentor provides them. Extant research also shows
positive outcomes to be related to formal mentoring programs. Formal mentoring
programs are also beneficial for Latino males due to their cultural hesitancy to go out of
their way to seek someone’s help. In addition, those they feel comfortable seeking out
may not always have the answers or resources they need. Considering the high
percentage of Latinos at community colleges who are first-generation college and firstgeneration immigrants in the United States, there is a greater need to be connected to a
resource who is familiar with college readiness and navigation skills. When there is
someone assigned to regularly communicate and meet with Latino students, their
likelihood of success and completion will increase.
Mentoring programs should also be diverse in that students should have a network
of mentors, rather than just one. The qualitative data show the various needs that
students have with respect to mentoring services. Students also voiced the reality that
just one person cannot be expected to fulfill all of these roles. Campus programs that set
up smaller-scale networks of support for students may be effective in meeting these
needs, rather than a typical dyadic mentoring model. While it may be challenging to do
this logistically for an entire campus, it may be more realistic to implement this model
with at-risk Latinos or immigrant Latino students who would be more in need of multiple
mentoring touch points.
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More Data for an Effective Intake Process
The data from this study also show that people have different needs, and an
effective intake process should be in place at community colleges to match students to the
most fitting mentors. Selecting application boxes that denote someone to be a “Latino”
and “Male” does not automatically mean that a Latino male mentor is most appropriate
for that student. Extant research shows that Latino male college students perform better
with mentors who are Latino. The quantitative data collected in this study showed just
the opposite: that Latino males who had at least one Latino mentor earned lower GPAs
and had lower levels of academic self-efficacy than those whose mentors were not
Latino. The qualitative data collected in this study was mixed: some students felt that
having a Latino mentor was instrumental in their success, while some said it did not
matter. Clearly, the data show mixed results with respect to ethnic homogeneity and its
relationship with mentoring outcomes. Therefore, other data and information need to be
collected to determine the most effective mentor/mentee match.
Examples of additional items to collect include data on first-generation in college,
first-generation in the United States, and English as a Second Language. For students
who are immigrants and may not be as comfortable with English, they may need to be
matched with mentors who are not only familiar with their culture and language, but also
have knowledge of the unique American higher education system. Simply having
someone who is Latino may not be enough and could even have detrimental effects. This
also highlights the importance of hiring more Latino faculty and staff at community
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college. When there is a person who understands Latino culture as well as knowledge of
the college, they can serve as a valuable resource for students who may not speak the
language as well. Completing interest inventories and asking students what they desire in
a mentoring relationship is also important. As research shows, matching mentors and
mentees on similar interests and values may be more indicative of positive support and
outcomes than demographic similarities. Furthermore, as the qualitative data showed
from this study, some students are seeking assistance in college navigation skills, while
others are looking for a confidante.
Paying It Forward
A theme that emerged from almost all of the interviewed conducted in this study
was serving as a mentor to others. When asked about mentorship and its effect on their
lives, many students remarked that it made them want to serve in a mentorship role for
other students. Some students already served as a coach or fraternity member as a way of
being a mentor for others. They discussed the challenges of not always having someone
they felt comfortable talking to in that role and felt that they could benefit others by
serving as a mentor for them. A practical implication of this theme is to incorporate more
peer-to-peer and networking mentoring models at community colleges. Students may
feel comfortable approaching others who are near their age and have a more open
relationship with them than someone who is of an older demographic. Additionally,
there would be a larger pool of students to choose from to serve as mentors. Another
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implication of this theme is the idea of “paying it forward” as an essential function of
mentorship. Leadership theory discusses the importance of creating future generations
of leaders as an essential function of leadership. Similarly, those who are mentored feel
empowered to serve as a mentor for others who need this type of support. While
mentoring theories touch on the various psychosocial and practical benefits of having a
mentor, there is no mention of transitioning from a mentee to a mentor as an additional
benefit of mentorship.
Diversity in Hiring
While the findings from research questions three and four may outwardly indicate
that students with Latino mentors do not fare as well and should therefore not seek Latino
mentors, these findings rather support the need to hire more Latino faculty and staff at
community colleges. As the extant research shows, Latino males are likely to have
family and friends that serve as their mentors and role models. Additionally, since there
is a higher incidence of Latino first generation, immigrant, and English language learners
at community colleges, these students may not have mentors who have the contextual
college knowledge to assist them in the ways of someone who works at the institution.
When there is a person who understands Latino culture as well as knowledge of the
college, they can serve as a valuable resource for students who may not speak the
language as well or not feel as comfortable approaching others within the higher
education setting. While Latino students between the ages of 18 and 44 make up 20
percent of the higher education population, only 4 percent of the overall professoriate in
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the United States is Latino (Watson, 2016). Thus, it is imperative for community
colleges to be more proactive in hiring Latino faculty and staff to serve as these
resources.
Future Research
Future studies should disaggregate data based on factors such as age, firstgeneration in the United States, level of knowledge and comfort with the English
language, and immigrant status. These items make a difference in students’ perceptions
of their surroundings and from whom students feel comfortable seeking help. Without
disaggregating along these lines, it is not possible to be able to conclusively determine its
influence on outcomes. Additionally, future studies should discriminate between various
Latino groups (e.g. Mexican, Puerto Rican, etc.) in assessing outcomes. This study
grouped all ethnicities into the larger group of “Hispanic/Latino” when there may be
important findings to discern between the various groups. The intersectionality of
identities for Latino males is important to consider, especially as it can be defined more
specifically by ethnic group.
Outcomes measures other than GPA should be examined to assess the relationship
of mentoring to academic success. Persistence, transfer, and graduation rates would all
be additional measures with which to examine effects of mentoring long-term. For
community college students, using National Student Clearinghouse data to track any
enrollments at other institutions would be a necessary way to track one facet of a
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student’s long-term educational plan. Another outcome to measure would be academic
self-efficacy, but on a broader scale than the way it was measured through the SELF-A in
this study. The SELF-A measures a student’s ability to self-regulate learning with
respect to specific course-level obstacles. However, it may not be practical to ask
community college students to assess their self-efficacy with respect to these very
specific, situational tasks. It may be better to assess self-efficacy in terms of more
general academic outcomes, such as being able to complete a course and complete a
chosen degree path.
It may also be interesting to examine the background of the mentor and include
this additional information into a model and analysis. Most often, analyses are conducted
taking into account the characteristics of the mentee and factors about the mentee that
may influence the outcomes (e.g. employment status, first-generation status). But there is
valuable information that can be collected about the mentor that may also influence
outcomes. For example, what is the educational background of the mentor? Does it make
a difference whether the mentor is highly educated or not? What knowledge or
familiarity does the mentor have with the mentee’s culture or language? What about the
emotional intelligence of a mentor? Should this be assessed and if so, how? Many
students mentioned the importance of having someone as a mentor that they could trust
and approach. These are all pieces of information that would be important to collect from
the mentor in order to ascertain the potential strength of the mentoring relationship and
subsequent effects.
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In terms of research design, future studies should employ a mixed methodology
whenever possible. It is essential to collect both quantitative and qualitative data to reach
conclusions that show a demonstrable effect of mentoring, as well as gather student
perspectives on how mentoring is valued, needed, and impactful on Latino students lives.
Longitudinal studies would also be a better measure of the types of outcomes we collect
from mentoring relationships, compared to cross-sectional studies.

Interestingly,

Campbell and Campbell (1997, 2007) found ethnic matching in mentoring to positively
correlate to academic outcomes long-term, but not short-term. Perhaps there were longterm relationships that were established as a result of the mentoring that affected a
student’s decision to persist and continue graduate study. It would also be beneficial to
increase the sample size to Latino males at various community colleges across the
country so as to increase the generalizability of the findings.
In conclusion, this study contributed to the field of mentoring research by
investigating the relationship of mentoring and academic success and self-efficacy for
Latino males at a community college. Much of the mentoring research in higher
education has been conducted at four-year universities and with graduate students. More
specifically, this research has contributed to the knowledge of how formal mentoring
programs benefit students and the perspectives of students in outlining how mentoring
positively influences their self-efficacy. While some of the findings with respect to
mentor ethnicity and its relationship with academic outcomes were unexpected and
contrary to existing research, possible reasons behind these findings were introduced and
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served to highlight the importance of collecting more demographic data about students as
well as hiring more Latino faculty and staff to serve as viable resources for students.
While Latino male students continue to enroll at community colleges, but not complete at
the same rates as other racial/ethnic groups or their Latina counterparts, it is important to
study and then implement services like mentoring that could help pave the way for their
future success. It is only when this occurs for all students that community colleges can be
true to their mission of social justice and serve as a pipeline from access to success.
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Are you a Latino Male student at
XXXXXXXXX College?

If so, we want to talk to you!
Take this short survey to:
Let us know about your experiences as a Latino male student
Tell us about the impact of any mentors in your life

Enter the chance to win gift cards, an iPod shuffle, or a tablet!

Follow the link below or scan the QR code to take the survey in
English or Espanol: http://tinyurl.com/latinomentoring
Questions? Contact khans46@XXXXXXXX.edu
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February 2015
Dear Student:
You are being asked to participate in a research study. You were selected as a possible
participant in this study because you are a Latino male enrolled at XXXXXXXXXX
College.
The results of this study will be contributed to a dissertation for my research as a graduate
student in Counseling, Adult, and Higher Education at Northern Illinois University. The
current research project is titled The Impact of Mentoring on Latino Males’ Academic
Success and Self Efficacy at a Community College.
The purpose of this study is to understand the experiences of Latino males as it relates to
mentoring relationships in their lives. The study will be asking Latino males to reflect on
their mentoring experiences and how it may impact their success.
The first step to participate in the study is to take a short online survey. At the end of the
survey, there will be a place to enter your information if you would like to participate in
interviews.
All students who take the survey have the opportunity to enter their names in a drawing
to win prizes, including an iPod shuffle and an electronic tablet. All students who
participate in the group interviews will receive gift cards.
Please follow the link below to participate in the survey:
http:// tinyurl.com/latinomentoring
Please feel free to contact me with any questions. Thank you so much for your time--your feedback will potentially help improve future programming and services for
students.
Sincerely,
Sadya Khan
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Mentoring Survey 2015
(Para continuar en español, por favor haga clic en el botón en la parte superior derecha de
la pantalla que dice “English” y seleccionar “Español”)
Informed Consent Form
Introduction
The goal of this survey is to gather information about mentoring supports for Latino
students. Your responses are very important to us and will help inform the research to
create better support services for Latino students.
Procedures
You will be asked to answer a series of questions related to mentoring, your confidence
with completing particular tasks, and a few biographical questions. The survey consists
of 15 questions and will take approximately 15 minutes or less. This questionnaire will
be conducted with an online Qualtrics-created survey.
Risks/Discomforts
Risks are minimal for involvement in this study. Your participation in this online survey
involves risks similar to a person’s everyday use of the Internet.
Benefits
All participants who complete the survey will be entered into a raffle to win an iPod
shuffle or an electronic tablet. There will be an opportunity at the end to volunteer to
participate in additional group interviews. All students who participate in the interviews
will receive gift cards. Additionally, it is hoped that through your participation,
researchers will learn more about mentoring supports that help Latino students.
Confidentiality
Confidentiality will be maintained to the degree permitted by the technology used. All
data obtained from participants will be kept confidential and will only be reported in an
aggregate format (by reporting only combined results and never reporting individual
ones). All questionnaires will be concealed, and no one other than the primary
investigator will have access to them. The data collected will be stored in the HIPPAcompliant, Qualtrics-secure database until it has been deleted by the primary investigator.
Participation
Participation in this research study is completely voluntary. You have the right to
withdraw at anytime or refuse to participate entirely without jeopardy to your academic
status or GPA. If you desire to withdraw, please close your internet browser.
Questions about the Research
If you have questions regarding this study, you may contact Sadya Khan, at
XXXXXXXX, or XXXXX@XXXXXX.edu
Questions about your Rights as Research Participants
If you have questions you do not feel comfortable asking the researcher, you may contact
Dr. Joseph Flynn, XXXXXXXX, jeflynn@niu.edu or the NIU Office of Research
Compliance and Integrity at 815-753-8588. You may also contact the Director of the
Institutional Review Board at XXXXXX or XXXXXX.
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Thank you very much for your participation! Your help is greatly appreciated and will
help inform research to improve services for you and other students!
1.  
2.  

Yes, I agree to participate in this survey after reading the information above.
Please click the blue button on the bottom right to continue forward.
No, I do not wish to participate in the survey after reading the information above.
Please exit out of your browser to exit the survey.

Biographical Information
Please identify your gender:
3.  
Male
4.  
Female
What is your Race/Ethnicity? (Choose all that apply)
5.  
Asian
6.  
American Indian
7.  
Black or African American
8.  
White
9.  
Hawaiian, Pacific Islander
10.   Hispanic/Latino
11.   Other ____________________
How many semesters have you completed XXXXXX College?
12.   None, this is my first semester
13.   1
14.   2
15.   3
16.   4
17.   More than 4
Are you currently part of any formal mentoring program? (A formal mentoring program
is a program in which you are assigned a person who you are required to speak to or meet
with somewhat regularly. This specific person provides you guidance and support as a
part of this program and the program will usually end after a year. An example of a
formal mentoring program is Big Brother/Sister).
18.   Yes
19.   No
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In high school, in what range was your overall grade average?
20.   C- or lower
21.   C
22.   B- to C+
23.   B
24.   A- to B+
25.   A
At XXXXXX College, in what range is your overall college grade average?
26.   C- or lower
27.   C
28.   B- to C+
29.   B
30.   A- to B+
31.   A
32.   N/A
Please describe your current employment status
33.   I am employed full time (30 hours or more per week)
34.   I am employed part time (Less than 30 hours per week)
35.   I am not currently employed
Are you the first person in your immediate family to attend college?
36.   Yes
37.   No
How many times have you visited or are planning to visit the Tutoring or Writing Center
this semester?
38.   0 times
39.   1-3 times
40.   4-6 times
41.   7 or more times
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On average, how many hours do you spend studying per week?
42.   0 hours
43.   1-3 hours
44.   4-6 hours
45.   7-10 hours
46.   More than 10 hours
Are you planning to re-enroll at XXXXXXX College in Fall 2015?
47.   Yes
48.   No, because I will have graduated.
49.   No, because I will have transferred to another institution.
50.   No, because of another reason (please specify): ____________________
Mentoring
While in college, I have had someone in my life who...
Strongly
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
I look up to
regarding
collegerelated issues
helps me
work towards
achieving my
academic
aspirations
helps me
realistically
examine my
degree or
certificate
options
I can talk
with openly
about social
issues related
to being in
college
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I admire
helps me
perform to
the best of
my abilities
in my
classes
encourages
me to
consider
educational
opportunities
beyond my
current plans
I want to
copy their
behaviors as
they relate to
collegegoing
provides
ongoing
support
about the
work I do in
my classes
encourages
me to talk
about
problems I
am having in
my social
life gives me
emotional
support
sets a good
example
about how to
relate to
other people
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helps me
consider the
sacrifices
associated with
my chosen
degree
expresses
confidence in my
ability to
succeed
academically
serves as a
model for how to
be successful in
college
discusses the
implications of
my degree
choice
makes me feel
that I belong in
college
encourages me
to use him or her
as a sounding
board to explore
what I want
shares personal
examples of
difficulties they
have had to
overcome to
accomplish
academic goals
helps me
carefully
examine my
degree or
certificate
options
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I can talk with
openly about
personal issues
related to being
in college
encourages me
to discuss
problems I am
having with my
coursework
questions my
assumptions by
guiding me
through a
realistic
appraisal of my
skills
recognizes my
academic
accomplishments
provides
practical
suggestions for
improving my
academic
performance
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Who is the person (s) who fulfills the roles you selected above? Select all that apply.
1.   Parent
2.   Sibling
3.   Friend
4.   Other family member
5.   Faculty or staff member at your college
6.   None
7.   Other please specify: ____________________
How many of the person(s) you selected above is Latino or Latina?
51.   At least one
52.   All
53.   None
Is at least one of those people an instructor or staff member at your college who is ALSO
Latino or Latina?
54.   Yes
55.   No
Confidence and Motivation
Choose a percentage from the scale to indicate your answer to the following statements:
Choose a percentage from the scale to indicate your answer to the following statements:
Definitely
Cannot
Do It
0%

When you
miss a
class, can
you find
another
student
who can
explain
the lecture
notes as
clearly as
your
teacher
did?

10%

20%

Probably
Cannot
Do It 30%

40%

Maybe
50%

60%

Probably
Can
70%

80%

90%

Definitely
Can Do It
100%
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When your
teacher’s
lecture is very
complex, can
you write an
effective
summary of
your original
notes before
the next
class?
When a
lecture is
especially
boring, can
you motivate
yourself to
keep good
notes?
When you
had trouble
understanding
your
instructor’s
lecture, can
you clarify
the confusion
before the
next class
meeting by
comparing
notes with a
classmate?
When you
have trouble
studying your
class notes
because they
are
incomplete or
confusing,
can you revise
and rewrite
them clearly
after every
lecture?
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When you
are taking a
course
covering a
huge amount
of material,
can you
condense
your notes
down to just
the essential
facts?
When you
are trying to
understand a
new topic,
can you
associate
new
concepts
with old
ones
sufficiently
well to
remember
them?
When
another
student asks
you to study
together for
a course in
which you
are
experiencing
difficulty,
can you be
an effective
study
partner?
When
problems
with friends
and peers
conflict with
schoolwork,
can you keep
up with your
assignments?
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When you feel
moody or restless
during studying,
can you focus
your attention
well enough to
finish your
assigned work?
When you find
yourself getting
increasingly
behind in a new
course, can you
increase your
study time
sufficiently to
catch up?
When you
discover that your
homework
assignments for
the semester are
much longer than
expected, can you
change your other
priorities to have
enough time for
studying?
When you have
trouble recalling
an abstract
concept, can you
think of a good
example that will
help you
remember it on
the test?
When you have to
take a test in a
school subject
you dislike, can
you find a way to
motivate yourself
to earn a good
grade?
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When you are
feeling depressed
about a
forthcoming test,
can you find a
way to motivate
yourself to do
well?
When your last
test results were
poor, can you
figure out
potential
questions before
the next test that
will improve your
score greatly?
When you are
struggling to
remember
technical details
of a concept for a
test, can you find
a way to associate
them together that
will ensure recall?
When you think
you did poorly on
a test you just
finished, can you
go back to your
notes and locate
all the
information you
had forgotten?
When you find
that you had to
cram at the last
minute for a test,
can you begin
your test
preparation much
earlier so you
won't need to
cram the next
time?

Do you have any comments about mentoring or the role of mentors in your life? If so,
please explain.
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Optional Items
By entering my name below, I grant the researcher permission to access the following
information in my student record: end of term spring 2015 overall GPA and fall 2015 reenrollment status at XXXXXX College. I understand that this information will never be
shared with anyone on an individual level and only reported as shared results (combining
my results with other students). Only the researcher will have access to my information
and will keep it confidential.
First Name
Last Name
If you are interested in participating in interviews, please enter your contact information
below. The interviews will ask more in-depth questions regarding mentoring and your
experiences as a student at the college. The interview should take no longer than one
hour. The information shared in the interview will not be shared with anyone outside the
room to link the information back to your name in any way. All students selected to
participate in the interviews will receive gift cards.
First Name
Last Name
Email address
Phone number
Please enter your information in order to be entered into the raffle to win an iPod shuffle
or tablet.
First Name
Last Name
Email address
Thank you for completing this survey! Your time and cooperation are greatly
appreciated!
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Consent Form for Interviews
Introduction
This interview is part of my research that I am doing for my dissertation as a graduate student at Northern
Illinois University. The goal of my research is to gather information about mentoring supports for Latino
students. Your responses are very important and will help inform the research to create better support
services for Latino students.
Procedures
You will be asked a series of questions related to mentoring and your experiences as a student at this
college. There will be a researcher who will facilitate the discussion and ask questions. The researcher
will take notes as you speak and also record the session. The interview should take no longer than one
hour.
Risks/Discomforts
Risks are minimal for involvement in this study.
Benefits
All students who participate in the interviews will receive gift cards. Additionally, it is hoped that through
your participation, researchers will learn more about mentoring supports that help Latino students.
Confidentiality
All data obtained from participants will be kept strictly confidential and will only be accessed by the
researcher. All names from the interviews will be changed into aliases and only reported in that way. The
results of this study may be presented in reports and presentations; however, your identity will not be
disclosed. Your actual name will never be reported in any of the research results or reports.
Participation
Participation in this research study is completely voluntary. You have the right to withdraw at any time or
refuse to answer any questions.
Questions about the Research
If you have questions regarding this study, you may contact Sadya Khan, at XXXXXXX, or XXXXXXXX.
You may also contact Dr. Joseph Flynn, XXXXXXX, jeflynn@niu.edu or the NIU Office of Research
Compliance and Integrity at 815-753-8588. You may also contact the Institutional Review Board @ XXXX
College at XXXXXXX.
Consent to Participate in Interview:
By signing below, you are indicating that you fully understand the above information and agree to
participate in this interview.
Participant's signature: ___________________________________________
Printed name: ________________________________________
Date: _____________________________________________
Consent to Be Audio Recorded:
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By signing below, you are indicating your consent to be audio recorded during this session.
Participant's signature: ___________________________________________
Printed name: ________________________________________
Date: _____________________________________________
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Interview Protocol
1.   How do you define a mentor? Try to be specific as you can. What kinds of things
do mentors help with? What things do they not help with?
2.   Do you feel like it’s easy to form these types of relationships in your life? Why
or why not?
3.   Do you feel your mentor(s) helps you in your professional life? In what ways?
4.   Do you feel your mentor(s) help you in your personal life? In what ways?
5.   Who are your mentors? For those people whose mentors are not family members,
how did you meet them?
6.   Do you feel that it is important to have a mentor? Why or why not?
a.   What are the advantages?
b.   What have you found most beneficial from engaging in a mentoring
relationship?
c.   What are the drawbacks?
7.   Do you feel that you are more successful as a student due to your mentoring
relationships? Why or why not?
8.   Do you feel that you are more confident due to your mentoring relationships?
Why or why not?
9.   Have you ever had a Latino faculty member or interacted with a Latino staff
member at the College?
a. If so, do you feel like they made you feel more comfortable/helped you
better transition to College?
b. In what ways, please describe.
c. If not, why not?
d. Was there anything unique about this person or relationship that you cannot
get with someone who is not Latino? If so, please describe.
10. Do you feel that your academic success would improve if there were more Latino
faculty/staff at the College? Why or why not?
11. Do you think you would feel more self-confident if there were more Latino
faculty/staff at the College? Why or why not?
12. Would you rather have a mentor who is Latino or not Latino? Does it matter to
you? Why or why not?
13. Do you feel like other Latino males that you know engage in mentoring
relationships? Why do you think that is the case?
10.  Do you interact often with Latino faculty or staff on campus? Why or why not?
11.  How do you feel being a Latino male at X College?
12.  Do you ever feel like you are invisible at X College? If so, in what ways?
13.  Have you ever been discriminated at X College for being a Latino male? In what
ways?
14.  In your classes, do you feel like your teachers think you will be successful? Why
or why not?
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15.  From your experience, do you feel that there are many Latino faculty/staff on
campus?
16.  Do you feel that the presence of more Latino faculty/staff would help you feel
more comfortable in your surroundings? Why or why not?
17.  Would you recommend X College to other Latino male students? Female
students? Other students? Who? Why or why not?

